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Abstract \ 

^ ^ The purpose" of the present study was to reexamine the 

screening^ process being used to select istudents for gifted and 
talented programs in' the Montgomery Couiity Public Schools, Maryland, 
and to determine whether problems in sBreening have been overcome. 
Specifically, the study was designed. to: (1) determine whether the 
revised screening procedure's were being implemented in an appropriate 
and uniiorin fashion; (2) assess the extent to which more Black and 
Hii^panic students were included in the screening and being selected 
for programs in an equitable fashion; and (3)* reexamine findings from 
a 1979-80 study regarding the use of various instruments and y 
procedures. Tlie findings indicate that while some changes consistent 
with the revised guidelines have taken place in the/ screening ^nd I 
seleciyion proqess, serious problems continue to exist; and proceduresy 
intended to increase tainocity participatjion are having only a slight 
impact. Further/ implementation of the screening process continues to 
be inconsistent across schools. Comments by the staff of the Gifted 
and Talented Program, which took issue with some of the findings in 
this report, are also included. (Author/BH). 



************************************** 

* ' \ Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made * 

* . from the original document. * 
************************************************************************ 



MONTGOMEflY COUNTY 
PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

ROCKVU-LE. MWYLAND 



Gifted and Talented 
Prdgram T 
1980-81 and 1981-82 



JUNE 1983 



U A m^ARTMENT OF EDUCATMM 

■ NATtONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION \ 

EDUCATIONAL RESOURC€S INFORMATION ^ 
CENTER lERICI. " /, 

^^his dQcumeni has been reproduced as 
-received from ihe person or" organization . * 
originatino il. . ^ * 

I i Minor changes have been made lo improve 
repioduction quality, - 

•' Points of vievy ot^WBstttedin thitdocu' 
ment do notWRssariiy represent offidal NtE 

posdiontK. policy. ■.o 



• 


. f ■ ■ ■ 




• . * * 



Edward Andrews 

Superintendent of Schools 



'^PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS 
MATERIA^ HAS BEEN GRANTED BY 



. TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES 
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)." 



Prepared by the Department of Educational Accountability 



ERLC 



2 . 



- s. . 



MONTGQMERY''^COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
, J? Rockville , Maryland 



SCREENING AND RESCREElfjING FOR TK[E GIFTED AND TALENTED PROGRAM 
.1980-81 AND 1981-82 SCHOOL YEARS • . 



3y 



Dr. Susan Gross / 
Dr. Joy A, Frecktling 



/ .1 



Steven M, FrankelVl^i rector; 

Department of Educational Accountability 



Joy A. Frechtllng, Dl^rector 
Division rgf Instructioi^al 
faluatflon and Testing 



ERLC 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 



SCREENING AN? RESCREENING FOR THE GIFTED AND TALENTEH. PROGRAM 
1980-81 AND 1981-82 SCHOOL YEARS - , 



BACKGROUND^ 



f The purpose of the; present study was to reexamd^ne the screening process being 
J ised to select- students for gifted and talented program's and ^o determine, 
whether problems ■ In screening, noted In an earlier study have been 
overcome. Spftciflcally, the study was designed to: 

' ■ ■ ■ ' ■ ■ ■ - ' - ' ■ ■■ 

q Detepilne' whether the reused screening i)rocedures were being 
implemented In an appropriate and uniform fashion, y v 

o Assess the extent to which more black and Hlspfittlc stuflents were 
' included in the screening" and being lelected for. programs in an 
' " equitable fashion " , ; /' " 

• ^o 7 ' Rdexankne findings froni the 1979-80 i study regarding the "se of 
•various instruments and procedures' ,.■]''• 

■ ' . '< 

* The study looked both at schools conducting screening for the first time in 

1980- 81 rinltlal screening") ,and at , /schools ., which - had conducted initial 
screening activities in' prior years and additional screening, activities In 

1981- 82 ("tescreenlng") . "Initial screening" refers to' the f Irst^tlme^that a 
school formally implements the MCPS procedures for screening and selecting 
students.^ As of November, 1982, all elementary schools will have conducted 

■ initial screening. Once initial screening has been conducted, rescFeenlng ^of 
students may .take place ih later years . Rescreeniftg activities include the 
reassessment of students who had; previously been screened and the^ screening ^of 
students new to the, school, whosfe classmate^ participated ^In earlier screening 
activities. Nine schools were ekanjined In -the initial scteenlng study; 
thirteen schools were examined in the rescreenlng study. - . . 
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IS. Gross and J. Frechtling, Screening for the Gifted and: Talented Prograp; 
aA Ekaminatlpn of the Process - and Procedures , Department of^^ Educational. 
Accountability, Montgomery CoUnty (Md.) Public Schools, March, l^^l. 

2. Equitable means a proportion equar tov that in the school population.- ;• - 

3 Initial screening consists of two pViases: global screening, the "f irsthand 
most general phase; and specific screening, 1:he second anj ^ore detailed 
phase, designed to gather more . Information on st^udents who have shown any 
-indication of glftedness in global screening. Students are then selecxed for 
programs based on ,both , their- performance ^n specific ,8cre^^^^^ 
professional judgment.. / 
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INITIAL SCREENING!jga©80-81 




. - • SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

that whi;L6- some changes consistent witji the revised 
place , in thte screening and selection process, serious 
xist; and pirqcedures intended to increase minority 
ing only a slight impact. Further, implementation of the 
Inues to be inconsistent across schools. , 

■ . ' . • -■■ • ■ ■ : : ^ ■ 

of the procedures us^d for rescr^ening of students 
s an * especially problematic area, • and that important 
w 'rescreening is conducted in different schbols. , Taken 
a suggest that serious inequities still exist in the 
for gifted and ta^lented ' programs. Specif ic findings 



The Population-Screened and Selected 




A large increase in the percentage of students- screened and selected 
for gifted and talented programs was ^ found in 1980-81 compared to 

1979- 80 (Exhibit 1). For ^x^ample, 22 percent of the eligible 
population in the schools examined were selected for programs in 

1980- 81;^* the comparable iigure' for the • 1979^-80; sample wjas 8 
percent . : . \ * ^ - ■ ^ ■ * 

Exhibit 1 also shows that inequities in' the participation rates of 
the different racial groups continue . to exist^' \, While more 
stiidents in all racial' grodps were included in the glob^^ir^and 
specif ic\ screening/' pools in 1980-81' than' were i±n the past* the 
proportions selected for programs increased less 'for blacks ^gid 
Hispanics (8 jand 9 S percertt increase, respective;Ly) than for Asians 
and whites (21 and 15 percent increase; respectively). - 



4. Examination of the schools included in the ^ 1979-80 sample shows no 
consistent attribute such as student achievement, school location, size, etc. 
that would account for these change^.' Thus they appear to result froyi cKdng^s 
in the screening and selection practices used in the schools. 

5. It must be noted that the 1979-80 figures are based on 15,368 studen^ iin 
'40 schools, while the 1980-81 figures are based on^,019 students iTf 9 

schools. However, tlie racial .breakdowns of the Hwo samples are practically 
identical, and both groups are very> similar , to MCPS* overall populatioti 
breakdowns. Therefore,V it is felt that the comparison presented here is 
justified. ; 
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•i EXHIBIT E-1 

A Comparison of Students Screened and Selected: 1980-81 and 1979-80 ^ 




Asian 



1980-81 
1979-80 



2ir 



159, 
249, 



'75 
2B 



U5 
161 



69 
18 



58 
82 



28 



Black' 



1980-81 
1979-80 



. Hispanic 

•• 1980-81, 
' 1979-80 



362 , , 12 
2,00A ^.13 



121 
606 



■4 
4 



271 
467 



75 



120 



20 



183 
131 

96 
^1 



50 
7 

79 
10 



39 

14 
19 



11 
3 

12 

.3 



Uj^ite 



Total 



1980.-81' . . 2,324 
1979-80 ■ ,11,836 



1980-81 
1979-80 



3,019 
15,368 



77 ■ 
77 



1,593 
,2,974 



2,153*' 
3,852** 



69 
25 



71 
25 



1,390 
1,959 



60' 
17 



•T.SWi**-: 60 
' 2,326**** 15' 



. 548 ,. 24 
U,08L' : ,9 



659 - 22 
'1,257***** 8 




■. * Includes 5 students for whom race is unknown. 
'** Includes 31 students for whom race is unknown. 
*** Includes 3 students for whom race is Unknown. 
**** Includes {l students for whom race is unknown. 
***** Includes 9 students for whom race is unknown. 



(a) Figures are percentages of population by race ' 
globally screened, specifically screened, and 
selected for programs, 

(b) More Hispanic students screened than contained 
in data base school lenrollments; probably due 
to high mobility Vate in some schools.:. '\ ." 
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The Screening Process - 

o 'Schools varied widely In -the proportion ""/of students screened. 
Proportions of. Students Included In the global. screening pool ranged 
from 14 to 100 perqent over the nine schopls In the sample; partici- 
pation rates In sgeclflc screening ranged fronr 9 to 91 percent of the 
school population* ' ' . ' 



The data confirm the previous study's findings regarding the 
performance * of mlhotlty students on the screening Instruments and the 
Importance placed on^ s^tandardlzecl achievement tests In screening and 
selectlon^^ Asian, d^nd white students attained the ^global criteria 
most often on the standardized tests, while blacks and Hlspanlcs 
generally'' performed poorly on these measures. ' Additionally, despite 
the guidelines which emphasize that test scores must be viewed 
cautiously/ few students were selected . for programs who failed to 
attain the , global criterion- on the standardized tests. 



Greater emphasis on .professional decision making pccurred ^ In the 
1980-81 screening effort. The data show, however, "that .professional 
decision making assisted Asian students the most and Hispanic, 
students the least. Of those selected f or "programs without mee^tlng 
the specific criteria, 53 percent were Asians, 43 percent were 
whites, 42 percent were blacks, and 29 percent were Hlspanlcs. 

■ • ^ - . . ^ ■ 

The findings Indicate that several changes have taken place In the 
use; of Instruments for screening and selection consistent with the 
revised guidelines but that standardized achievement tests continue 
to receive the major emphasis .In many* schools. Exhibit 2 shows the 
te^td used for global and specific screening. The only Instruments 
used for screening purposfes across the boards In all iitne schools In 
the 1980-81 sample were the standardized achievement, tests and the, 
Raven Matrices. ' ' . ^ 



RESCREENING . . 

Most— of-the problems Identified In Initial screening were also found In 
rescreenlng. Further, even more severe* problems ^n the consistency of. 
Implementation of the procedures were observed. 

Population Screened* and Selected ' ' ^ 

o > . Analysis of data by race showed that black students continued to be 
underrepreaented, while Improvement was shown for Hlspanlcs. In the 
sample schools, 4 percexlt of. the black students were selected fot 
program participation following subsequent screening. The populatl^pn 



6. In two out of the nine schools, practically all students were. globally-;;and 
specifically screened. Tl\elr screening practices affected the uniformity' of 
the procedures and served to Inflates the overall percentages of students 
globally and specl;f Ically screened* ' ,^ 



I 



iDstrunents Ueed In Gifted and TaleoCed Global and Specific Screening ' 




Instrunenta / 



Nomination Inatrunents 

Staff nottlnatlon 
^ (laiBcellaneoua checlcilsts 
' Including RenzulU-Smlth 
" and RenzuUl-Hartinan) ; 

Self-noi]ilnatl(Ai 



'Parent Nomination 



Peer Nomination 
(classrooni survey activity 
conducted by teacher) 



Recomended Used In Used In 
Grades to be Global' Specific 
Dsed Screening Screening 



Description of Inforvatlon/Subtest Used 

■ — - — it- 



If * X 




K-6 



Teachers respond to a checklist ot characteristics such as 
verbal ab^lty, creativity, reasoning ability and leadership. 

Students coaplete a Ion vhlch Includes writing' a paragraph 
Indicating the reasons they wish to be considered for, gifted and 
talented prograi. 

Consent fon, indicating their wish to have students Included 
included in the screening* ^ 

t 

Students nominate peers vho seem^to knov about a lot of different 
things, vho would be best at figuring out what to do In a strange 
place* or who have tht mt original or creative Ideas, 



Raven Progressive Matrices 



K-6 



Nonverbal testliased on imbedded 



Vtgtt/es. 
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Standardized Croup Achievement Tests 

Stanford Early Schopl Achievement K-1 
Test (SESAT) 

Stanford Achievement Test 2-3 



^lowa Tests of Basic Skills 
(ITBS) 

♦ 

California Achievement Test 3-6 



CoRnltive AbilitieB Test (CAT) 4-6 

Short Form Te&t of Academic 2-3 
Aptitude (5FTAA) . 

Other individual or Small Croup- 
AdmiiilBtered Tests j 

CIRCns / 'J^-' 



9 



X Levds I and TI: Environment, Iteth, and Aural Comprehension^ 



Primary I - Gride 2: Language, Vocabularj^^ Reading Comprehension, 
Math Concepts, Math Application; Primary II-Grade,3j' Vocabulary, 
Reading Comprehension, Math Concepts, Math Application. ■ 

Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Hath Concepts, Math » ^ 
Application 

Reading Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Math ComprehenBlon, 
Hath Concepts and Application, Total' 



X 



Verbal, Quantitative, Nonverbal 

Language: Vocabulary, Memory. Nonlanguage; Sequences, Analogies. 
Total • 



How Mucli and'How Many (Quantitative) and Think It Through 
(Reasoning) 



\ 



in these schools was 11 percent black* In contrast, the school 
population contained ^4 percent Hispanic students and 4 percent of 
those selected were Hispanic. . ' - 

o ' Analysis of re^creeniijg activities by grade level shoved a range 
within the 13 schools of 1 to 6 grades being included. 

Rescreening Process '''^ 

- o Implementatfon of procedures was not uniform across the 13 schools. 

Differences not in accordance with; guidelines were found in the 
instruments^ ^and subtests of instruments used and the criteria for 
selection employed. For example, eight ^schools -required that 
students meet three or more specific criteria for selection, three 
. schools required that students meef two criteria, one School required 
that students meet^ five criteria, and one school used only results on 
« the California Achievement Tests in Grades 4 and 5. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATlOlfS 

Two major findings dmerge from the analyses: 

sf Implementation of the screening processes continues .to be 
inconsistent across schools and diverges from the countyvide 
gjLiidelines. The lack of consistency is even more severe where 
rescreening is involved. * 

o Despite efforts of school staffs ^to include minority students in the 
screening pools, these students, particularly blacks and Hispanics, . 
are not being selected for program participation in representative 
numbers.' 

These findings lead staff, to raise some very fundamental questions abou^t \ 
screening and thfe approach that Montgomery County has, to date* adopted. 
W^ile- it is clear that there are some very understandable reasons for trying 
to implement a uniform procedure which relies in large part on standardized 
achievement test instruments, y^he procedure as it now* stands must be 
questioned from three perspecti>i{e^. - 

o There is no evidence that the present criterion used for performance 
on the standardized tests discriminates between students who -can 
succeed in gifted and talented programs and students who cannot. 

o Given what is known about the performance of minority students on 
most standardized achievement tests, it is likely that black and 
Hispanic students will continue to be underrepresented in gifted and 
talented programts as long as selection continues to^e based in large 
part on these instruments. f ^ 

o Uniformity of implementation is very difficult to achieve, and the 
tendency of schools to modify the screening pr6cedures has been 
documented repeatedly. While some of the modifications clearly 
^ ' appear to be less than desirable, 'the possibility that > greater local \ 

flexibility might well serve a positive purpose^annot be dismissed. 

E-6 



Therefore, It Is time to take a very seiflou^ look at the. ctirrent screening 
process and to reexamln'e some critical Issues. First, xeconslderatlon • should 
be given to the requirement that . sfcreenlng be uniform across all schools • ^ 
Rather greater emphasis should be placed on using meAsures which directly 
assess the skills needed to function. in 'the vpartlcular progf^ provided' by a 
given school. This seems reasonable, and even*^ desirable, given that 'the 
services currently provlde'd vaify greatly in bdth content and 'delivery mode. 
Rather than seeding uniformity in screening, tde goal should be to assure that 
the screeifing . procedures appr'oprlately measi^re the- particular content and 
objectives of ' th^ program to be delivered. This approach would not negate . tl:ie 
possibility * of using some com^qij: ; core of measures for screening acrofis all 
schools, but it would imply that tlie common core should . be supplemented' by 
measures which vary as a function of variations in programs provided. ' 

Second, in selecting measures, consideration should' be given to using 

instruments and assessment approaches not currently Included in the current 

systemwlde screening procedures. Of special concern I5 the inclusion of 
instruments better able to identify gifted Hispanic and -black students. At 

least three types of assessments come 'to mind which warrant fur-ther 

consideration^ measures of creativity, measures of. specific content skills, 
and work samples. ' 

MEASURES OF CREATIVITY . 

As part of a special ^project designed to identify potentially gifted students 
among culturally different populations (Program of Assessment, Dlagnoisds, and 
Instruction), staff of the Gifted and Talented Program are experimenting with 
alternative screenings Approaches . One component of the process is to gather 
performance data on tests designed to measure creativity, which is defined to 
include characteristics such as curiosity, flexibility, independence, and 
originality. ^ In this project, these Instruments are being used to identify 
students for special instruction who show the potentl;al for academic 
giftedness, not for direct entry into gifted and tialented programs. It is i^ot 
unreasonable to suggest, however, that measures of creativity might houseful 
as direct indicators of glftedness. Indeed, one might suggest that il^t is for 
the academically creative student that special services should be provided a« 
well as (or Instead of) for the student with general academic tdlent. Given 
these' considerations, further exploration of this area seems warranted. 

MEASURES OF SPECIFIC CONTENT SKILLS 

At the secondary schobl level, it is not uncommon to select students for 
special programs based mainly on performance in a specific content ar6ai 
rather than general academic functioning. A candidate for^ advanced placement 
in mathematics, for Instance, does not have to.be a high achiever in English 
to gain access to the advanced mathematics program. At the elementary level, 
however,, it is current practice to require a high degree of general acadeiftic 
proficiency regardless of the specific nature of the' program. While this 
approach may be well suited to some programs , for others it may indeed be a 
mismatch. Consideration should, therefore, -be given to more closely linking 
the skill areas tested to the skill areas a program ;is designed to address, 
where general' academic enrichment is not: the goal. 

■ ■ ■ • ^ ■ , ■ ^ 



WORK SAMPLES ' • 

Most of the perforaance measures currently, used for screening, and even the 
alterft^tl,ves described, .^abdve, can be categorized as "tests of some skllj- or 
behavioral tralt.«^ An alternative to this approach Is . to use work samples 
designed to assess performance on tasks similar to ^ those with ji/hlch the 
.student will be dealing In the Instructional program which will ,be provided. 
For example. If a school ' Is screening candidates for a creative writing 
program, samples pf work cprpduced by the students, should be elicited. If the 
program Is . Intended to broaden problem-solving skills, perfprmance in 
situations where problem solving is required should v be examined. This 
approach .to assessment, while uncommoti in MCPS where admittance to prograrais 
for the cognitlvely or academically gifted Is concerned, is based' dlTectly on 
the model used by the arts, such as music or dance. In a sense, the study is 
proposing that tl^e. student "audition", for the program. ' f 

This year, such an approach Is being tried for selection into the Magnet 
Cluster Program at Burning. Tree Elementary School. One component of the 
screening will be the assessment of student performance in tasks similar to 
those which will be required during the school y;ear^ This Is an approach 
which should be looked at for more broad-based adoption. 

With these Issues in mind. It is recommended that the following modifications 
to^ the Gifted and Talented Selection Process be considered: 

* ■ • ' • ' ^. ■ ■ ' ' • ' 

o Consideration should be given to modifying or eliminating the 

. current general screening process, which theoretically identifies 

overall academic giftedness, and replacing it with screening 

procedures which are more closely attuned to the content and 

objectives of the actual programs , of fered. Use of the more 

specialized screening approach would enable students who are not the 

high test achievers overall to be more readily selected for programs 

tapping their particular area of strength, and it is felt that more 

minority students would legitimately qualify for programs under this 

type of Screening approach. 

^ o Continued efforts should be expended on exploring alteri;(^atlves to 
the current means of selecting students, with emphasis placed on 
Identifying students, using- both nontest materials and tests which 
measure competencies not adequately assessed by tests of generalized 
academic achievement. 
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• ADDENDUM . 

Whfen Staff of a program being evaluated are not In agreement with the' 
Department of Educational Accountability vls-a-vls findings or TeddmmendatloTis 
Included In a DEA report, the Policy on Educational Accountability provides 
for staff comments to be Incl^tided as an^addendum to the DEA report. ' 

In accordance with this policy, we provide In this section comments by staff 
from the' Gifted and Talented Program which take issue with some facets of this 
report. ' ' ^ ■ 7 , ' ■ a . ■ , ' ■ 'v^ % . ' ' 




. y ' . COMMENTS FROM GIFTED. Aim TALENTED STAFF ^ 

In the spring of 1980, thfe Of'flce for Instruction and PTOgram Development 
(OIPD) Initiated the collection of data concernlirg the screening and selection 
of students for gifted and talented programs and requested that screening data 
continue to be analyzed each year. The Information ba&e, provided by analysis 
of the data In this 1979-80 study led to modifications In the Identification ) ^ 
process and provided the Impetus for the Project to Minimize^ SoSloecohgmlc an^/ 
Cultural Barriers. In the Education of Gifted' and Talented funded first through 
Title IV-C and now through Block Grant Funding.. i»The' Title IV-C on-site 
evaluation team of the Maryland State Department of Education commanded 
Montgomery County Public, School? for seeking and publishltig data which 
revealed underrepresentatlon of* minority students and for. Initiating a project 
which will address the problem In a loTig-range fashion. ' 
*V • • • ■ '>.'..•"■■ ; 

The 1979-80 and 1980-81 studies will again provide data helpful In structuring 
and improving the Implementation of the l^entlflcatlipn procedures. Thfe 
•Department of Educational Accountability tDEA) has Issued this report 
analyzing the data and making certain conclusions afld recommendations'. In 
several respects,- the OIPD dlsagreeik with or would , wish to annotate the 

report's analysis and .conclusions. .V . *^ 

* * * . ' * ■ ■ . , ' * 

L. The report presehts a confusing picture of the lack of consistent 

Implementation of the identification procedures. As revised In the Spring 
of 1981, the Identification procedures provide schools the option of using 
some specific screening procedures with all studenjts. Such use Increase^ 
the percentage of students In global screening. However, differences ^ 
between schools which follow the regular gloTjr^l screening procedures and ^ 
those which dcfelde to use this option are Interpreted as evidence of 
Inconsistent ^plementatlon of the Identification procedures; In fact, 
this difference suggests only that schools are using different* allowable 
options. . 

»2. The data In this report do reveal that there are schools which do not 
Implement the Identification procedures as written. This Information 
confirms the need for better administration arid monltdrlng of the 
Implementation process. . * ^''^^^ 

3. The report says "comparison of specif Ic* screening data from 1973-80 and 
1980-81 shows some Improvement for Hlspanlcs but not for blacks In terms 
of the percentage of their pot)ulat Ion, specifically screened." ^^he 
following chart taken from Exhibit 7 reveals that enormous Imprbvement Is 
shown In the percentage of the black population specifically screened In 
^ 1980-81 compared with 1979-80. While approximately four times as^jjiany 
whites and Asians were specifically screened In 1980-81 compared with 
1979-80, almost eight times as many blacks and Hlspajilcs were specifically 
screened. The percentage of blacks In the sample population who were 
specifically screened In 1980-81 (51. percent) does fall short of the . 
; average (60 percent) ; still, the Improvement shown over the 1979-80 data 
Is significant. 
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Partlclpation in Specific Screening by Race: 
A Comparison of 1979-80 ^nd .1^80-81 Data ^ 

Asians Blacks Hispanics , Whites^ _ 



1979- 80 . - ♦ . . , 
Sample population 

Students in specific screening 
Proportion of population 

1980- 81 - 
- Sample population 

Students in specific Screening 
Proporti6t;i^ of population . 



889 
1'61 
.181 



211 
- 145 
.687 



2,004 
131 
.065 



362 
183 
.506 



606 
61 
.101 



121 
96 
.793 



11,836 
1,959 
.166 



2,324 
1,390 
.598 



4. 



The report indicates, that "procedures intended to increase minority 
participation are having only a alight impact\" The following chart is 
taken from Exhibit ,9 of .the report. An examination of the chart indicates 
the increase is 3.5 times greater -for bl^€k8 and 3. 7 times for Hi8pani<^; 
'students compared with 3 times greater, for Asians and 2.5 times for 
whites. The figures do continue to show underrepresentation of blacks:ti!|ia 
Hispanic?, but some improvement has/occurred. 

Selpttion for Gifted and Talented Programs by Race,: . 
A Comparison of 1979-80 and 1980-81 Data « . 
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Asians Blacks. Hispanicsr Whites 



1979- 80 V V 
Sample population 
Students 'selected 
Proportion of -population 

1980- 81 

Sample population 
Students selected 
Proportion of popixlation 



889 
82 
.092 



211 
58 
;275 



2,004 
62 
.031 



362 
39 
.108 



606 l\ ia',836 
19 \ 1,081 
.031 : -.091 



121 2,324 
14 548 
.116 .236 



One school in the 1980-81 study is obviously atypical in the sample. In 
fact, 54 is the highest percentage ever reported by a school* and data is 
gathered from every elementary school annually. The data from this school 
affects the results^ of this report in two ways. First, the report 
indicates that the percentage of students now found in gifted and talented 
programs is 22 as contrasted to 8 in the 1979-80 study. If school five 
were removed from the data in Exhibit 4, the percentage of students 
selected for programs would be 16. It does seem that this percentage more 
accurately reflects "the average percentage identified in elementary 
schools in MCPS. (It should be noted that the difference in percentages 
reported between 1980-81 and 1979-80 (22 and 8) is the result of schools. 



*This same school did not fully implement the identificatltjn procedures. 
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screening almost all of their grades In 1980-81 but only 61 percent In 
1979-80. , ^Percentages are based on the total sqhool population In both 
studied, not the number of students in grades screened..) 

' ' ' / " ' V 

Second, 100 percent of the students selected for. programs in school five 
were white. If this school were removed from the data in Exhibit 9, the 
percentage of white .students selected for programs would 16 percent,, not 
. 23 percent. In this case the number of whites selected -in 1980-81 would 
be i;7 times the number selected in 1979^80 compared with 3.5 for blacks^ 
and 3.7 for Hispanics, 

6. The conclusions and recommendations of DEA do nort seem to be based^upotv 
findings of the report. The report claims both thajr inconsistency exists 

^* and that inconsistency may hamper finding minority students. It then 
/^recommends that consistency be abandoned as a goal.. MCPS identification 
procedures reflect the current thinking in the state of Maryland. MSDE 
has a wbrking draf t of minimum standards for IdentificatlQii; one' criterion 
of the document states, "The identification procedures, and criteria are 
clearly stated and uniformly implemented throughout the system. 

7. 'The recommendations include the addition of measures of creativity, 
content specific skills, and work samples to present procedures in oi;der 
to identify gifted Hispanic and black students. These additions may 
.assist in improving minority identification. In fact, work- samples and 
performance levels are used by school teams to support t)rof essioiial ^ 
decision making. However, the principle ifallacy In these suggestions is 

^ the lack of awareness of the intervening 'variables at work with culturally 
diverse groups. Changing. the--identiflcation procedure^ will never be the 
complete answer to more equitable access to gifted and talented programs. 
The problem is much^more complex th^an simply finding additional measures. 
A more long-range approach .to equitable identification should emphasize 
early identification of potentially gifted students. What is needed is a 
program which provides a nurturing educational 'environment for students 
wfto. have the potential for successful- participation in a gifted program 
but have not had the experiences or learning environment necessary to . 
prepare them for one. The Program of Assessment, Diagnosis, and 
Instruction (PADI) was designed to provide such a program and has been 
operating in two MCPS schools ^f or the last 18 months. Beginning in the 
1983-84 school year, the program will be expanded to six additional 
schdols. As the program expands to provide educational experiences for 
more of the county's minority youth, we expect to see Improvement in 
minority representation in giftedl and talented programs. We will be 
setting interim goals in order toCmore realistically chart our progress 
^ over the comlng^years. , \ 
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^ : SCREENING AND RESCREENING FOR THE GIFTED AND TALENTED PROGRAM 
. / 1980-^1 AND 1981-82 SCHOOL YEARS • . 

: • ' , ■ . / - • , ■ 

V, V . ■ BACKGROUND 

•. ■ . -- ■■■ ;. : ■ . ■ ■ ■ ■ ~i ■ 

In the spring of 1980, the Department of Instructional Planning; and Develop- 
ment requested that the Department of ^ Educat±onal Accountability conduct a 
study of datAx collected regarding screening and selecting gifted and talented 
students during the .1979-80 school year, the rfesults of this study, published 
In March, 1981,' yielded the following major findings: 

o In the V40 schools ihvblved In the. study, 25 percent of^he students 
eligible for Inclusion In the scireenlng pool were globally^ screened, 
15 percent participated In specific screening, and 8 percent were 
selected for programs. ^ 

o' Asians and whites, were overrepresented rela.tlve to their- populat^Tbn- 
proportions at AIX levels of the selection process, and black and 
Hispanic students were underrepresented. . 

o Male and fe?Dale students were alpproxlmately equally represented in 
screening and selection across the 40 Jschoo],s as a whole, but figures 
'■ • ' ' ■ for lndlvl4ual ?chools varied considerably. . 

o Implementation of the procedures varied considerably "across .schools 
and administrative areas. 

o' Generally, use standardized achievement tests in screening 

assisted Asian and white students in selection for gifted and 
talented programs but did not . help and ma^ have harmed blacks and 
Hispanics. Self -nomination and peer nomination were helpful to black 
students; and the Renzulli checklists. Raven Prjigressive Matrices, 
and CIRCUS subtests assisted, blacks and Hispanics in qualifying for 
programs . ' . . ' ■ 

As a result of the | findings rei)cirted in the DEA study; the Department of 
Instructional Planning and Development made several changes to their 
guidelines for screening and selecti'ng students fg^r glflfed and talented 
programs. The changes included the following: 



1. S. Gross and J. Frechtling, Scr|eening for the Gifted and Talented Program: 
. An Examination of the Process and" Priocedures, Vols. I and II, Department of 

Educatibnal Accpuntablllty,' Montgomery County (Md.) . Public Schools, Inarch, 
1981. • ■ • . " ■ . ■ 

2. See Exhibit T^l^^ f^^^ listing of instruments used in global and 
specif ic screening". • 

3. MCPS Procedures for^ Decision Making in the Identification of. Intellectually 
and Academically Gifted and talented Students, March, 1981. 



, • EXHIBIT 1 

Population, Globally. Screened by School 



» 

School 


Number*. 

Globally 

Screened 


Percentage 
of Those 
Globally 
Screened 


Percentage 
or School 
Population 


iMumDer 
rassiTig 
uxoDax 
ocreenxng 




« 

1 


41 


2 ^ V 


14 






. 2 


292 


14 


03 


iUO 


37 


3 


• 229 




61 


137 


60^ . 


4 


207 


10 


78 


.105 


51 


c ■ 

J 


HUD 


10 


■ * 89 


165 


41 


6 


397(a) 


18 


. 93 


109 


28 




. 253(b) ^ 


12 


100(c) 


91 


-36 


8 


217 


10 


.90 


136 ° 


63 . 


.9 


112(d)' 


5 


37 Cd) 


^ 84 , 


75 




•A ■ 








Total 


2,m, 


/■ 

100 


71 


.968 





(a) An additional v3.4 special education students, at School 6 participated In 
limited screening activities. None of these students were selected for gifted 
and , talented programs, and generally they-falled to attain criterion on the 
various screening Instruments. Therefore, it was felt that inclusion of them 
in this rep^ort would detract -from the validity of the results, 

(b) This school^oontalns only Grades\-3, 

(c) More students were screened than are shoxm in school enrollment figures. 
This is a result of the high mobility rate at this school. 

-4 



(d) Only screened stu^fents in Grades 4- 
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o * Inclusion of thq Rayen Progresalv^ Matrices In Grades^ 2 and 3 for 

• global screijnlhg (formerly- It was used solely In specif Ic screening) . 

o kmphasis on profeaslprtal decision making for students whose sdlecf^^on 
' . decision, for gifted and talented programs was not clear-cut. 

o Inclusion! of minority student's in .Grades 3-6 in the. specific pool if 

they'have attained one or more of the;^|global criteria, (compared to two 
criteria for whites). 

\ ' " • * ■ 

o Provision of ' thte option f ojr schools to use specific screening 

' instruments in the global screening if they are willing to take on the 
additional work incurred. • 

. ): ; n THE PRESENT STUDY ' 

In the spring of 1^81 iwJ^the Sirring of 1982, DEA conducted a second study of 
screening avA selection practices for gifted and talented ^)rograms. The 
purposes of this study included examination of the screening and selection 
processes used by schools in years subsequent to the initial year of scr eening 
and selection , reexamination of prior findings with respect to the usefulness 
of particular instruments /procedures in initial screening a nd selection, an^i 
documentation of changes in practices over a period of time. Specifically, 
the study focused on the following: 

, ■" * 

o Determining whether more black and Hispanic students were being 
included in the screening and being selected for programs in a more 
equitable, fashion and whether^ the ratio of males to females was 
maintained 

o Documenting the extent to which the revised guidelinies were being 
^ followed . 

o Determining whether screening procedures were being implemented more 
uniformly ' \ . 

o Reexamining findings in the 1979-80 stuciy regarding the various 
instruments and procedures 

In order to conduct the second study, it was necessary to identify schools 
that were involved in the initial stages of student identification in 1981-82 
(initial screening) asXwell as a subset .of schools that had conducted initial 
screening activities 1ft prior years and additional screening activities in 



4. Professional decision making suggests 
as well as the possibility of including 
process. 



individual consideration of students, 
additional data in the decision-making 



1981-82 (rescreenlng) subsequent to the changes In the - screening 
guidelines. Thlrteeti schbols were identified by. the Gifted and Talented 
Program Staff as schools that screened students for the first time in 
1980-81. Nine of these' sc^^ools agreed to participate in the study. Twenty 
schools were selected at random to submit their data on rescreening activities 
conducted in 1981-82.^ d*hirteen of thes6 20 schools agreed to participate In 
the study. All screening .and rfl^wiiresening data vwere collected by Central 
Office Gifted and Talented Staff. -^'''V^ . ' - 



FINDINGS 



The finding^ indicate that, while some changes have taken place in the 
screening and selection process over a period of time, serious problems 
continue to exist in implementing the selection process and that procedures 
intended to increase minority 'participation are having oijly a sl;lght impact* 
Further, implen^ent^tion of the screening process continues to be inconsistent 
across schools.- Preliminary examination of the procedures used for 
rescreening of students suggests that this is an especially problematic area 
and that many differences exist in how rescreening is conducted. Taken as a 
whole, the data suggest that serious inequities still exist in the selection 
of students for gifted and talented programs. « 

GLOBAL SCREENING, SPECIFIC SCREENING, AND PROGRAM' SELECTION: INITIAL SCREENING 
The Population Screened and Selected ■ ^ 

Screening and Selection by School . 

Global Screening: Of the 3,019 st;udents enrolled in regulafr classes in Grades 
K-6 -in the nine schools studied in 1980-81, 71 percent were included in the 
global screening pool. > This is almost three times the proportion of 



5. ReiL - ar*--*"^-? ties include initial screening of students entering the 
earliest graae . .^w.* gifted and talented programs are ^Vovided in the 

school, initial screening of students in other grades who ai;4 .new to the 
school, and rescreening of students screened but not selected in^prior y6ars. 

At the time of the study, most elementary schools were well underway in the 
screening and selection process or had completed their major screening, in 
earlier years. • . 

7. Students may be included in the global screening pool if they shoWvany 
indication at all of potential for giftedness. Once in the pool, information 
is gathered^ from a variety of sources listed in Exhibit 2. Modif ication§ to^ 
the global screening process were made in 1980-81. These include CD relaxing 
the standard for movement into the specific screening popl (passing global 
:screening) from the attainment of two global screening criteria t. . 
criterion If the student is in Grades K-2 or Is a minority student; U> 
including the Raven Matrices as a global screening criterion in Grades 2 and 
.3; and (3) relaxitig the standard for achievement test scores in Grades K-3, 
allowitxg one scorei of stanine ? or 9 to indicate attainment of the criterion 
f6r all tests vs. two 8's or 9's which was required previously for most tests. 
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miBIT 2. " 

Instruoents Used in Gifted ind Talented global and Specific Screening 




1 

Instruments 



Reconeniled - Used lo Used In 
Grades to be Global . Specific 
Screening Screening 



1 



' Description of lof oroatlon/Subtaflt Usid 



MonlDatlOD InBtruonnts 

Staff nottlDatlOD 
(nlBceUaneoua checklists. 
Including Reniulli-Smith 
and RenzulU-Hartnan) 

Self*-nooilnation 



Parent Nomination 



Peer Nomination 
(classroott aumy activity 
conducted by teacher) 



3-6 



^6 



3-6 



Teachers respond to a checklist of characteristics such as 
Verljal ability, creativity, reasoning ability and leaderahip. 



Students cooiplete a fom vfaich inclodis vriting a paragraph 
indicating the reisons tliey vrlah to be considered for Gifted and 
Talented progranie * 

^ent fom, indicating their vlsb ta.have students included 
included in the screeaipg« V ' ^ 

' Students noiloate peers vbo eces to bov about a lot of different 
, things, vho vould be best at fi^rln^ out vliat to do in a strange 
place, or vho hiye the soat original or creetive ideu. . 



Raven Progressive Hatrices 



K-6 



I X Nonverbal test bued on iibedded figuru* 



Standardized Group Achievement Tests 

Stanford Early School Achievement ' 
Test 



Stanford Achievement Test 



loua Tests of Basic Skills 
(ITBS) 

California Achievement Test 



• Cognitive Abilities Teat (CAT) 

Short Form Test of Academic 
Aptitude (SFTAA) . 

Othe; individual ot Small Croup- 
Administered'Tests 

•CIRCUS 



K-l 

2- 3 

4-6 

3- 6 

4- 6 
2-3 



X Levels I and II: EnvlrofflHut, Hath, and Aural Coipribiniieo 



X Priwry I - Grade 2: Language, Vocabulary, Reading Coiprchtulon, 
Math Concepts, Math Application. 'Priury IWrade 3: Vocabulary 
Reading Coipraheoslon, Math Concepts, Math Application. 

X Vocabulary, Reading Coiprehcnsion, Math Concepts, Hath 
' Application 

> ■ 

X ^ Reading Vocabulary, Reading Coaprehtoion, Math Comprehension, 
Hath Concepts anif Application, Total ! . 

X Verbal, Quantltttlve, Nonverbal ; 

X Language: Vocabulary. Memory. Nonlanguagei Sequences, Analogies 
Total 



X How ^luch and How Many (Quantitative) and Think it Through 
, (Reasoning) ^ \ 



students Included In the 1979-80 sample. (25 percent) , Indicating a 
considerable change In practice over the year* s time. . 

However, Indus Idn practices varied among the nine schools (see Exhibit '3), 
yfftth a range of 14 "to JOO percent of the student body of the school bfelng 
Included in the global pool. ^ ; ; ^ 

Specific Screening: The proportion of students Included In specific screening 
In 19A)-81 Is four times that Included In 1979-80. In 1979-80, 15 percent 
of the schools' population was. Included In specific screenings In 1980-81, the 
comparable . figure was 60 percent.^ At least part of this Increase Is due to 
thfe Inclusion of virtually al^l students globally scr,eened In schools 5 and 6. 
In the specific screening ppol. Also, It may be noted that man))^^mor« student^ 
were Included In specific screening overall than liad actually attained the 
criterion for passing global screening *(1,818 students ys. 968 students) , 
suggesting thdt professional decision makttig also may haye played a rolp In 
this Increase from^^ 1979-80 to 1980-81. All schools except school 1 Included 
more students In ^he specific pool than had'* passed global screening. However 
Inclusion practices ' by, school again varied as the range' In' school proportlonfiT 
specifically screened ranged from 9 to 91 percent. f 

' . - -.: . , ■ ■ ' jL ■ 

Program Selection: Not surprisingly, the overall percentage of >fftrudents 
selected for gifted and talented programs also increased sharply in -1980-81. 
In 1980-81, 22 percent of the eligible population in ^the nine schools was 
selected ftfr gifted and talented programs (see Exhibit 4), compared to 8 
percent of the 1979-80 population. Selection rates did vary consider^ly ^y 
school, however. The proportion of students selected for programs in 1980-81 
varied from 10 to 54 percent of: each school*^ population. Varia^tlons in 
proportions of student's selected for gifted and ^glented programs may have 
several causes: differences in student achievement, changes in screening 



8. Central Office Gifted and Talented Staff reported that' based upon review of 
the information provided by schools for this study, they felt that some 
schools had neglected to report the names of all sttidents who had been 
globally screened. Obviously, this factor would .impact upon the data that are 
reported. • . . 

9. The purpose of specific screening is to gather additional data on all 
students who have shown any indication of glftedness in the global- 9creenlng 
process. The specific screening process utilizes some of the same data used 
in global screening, namely test data and peer nomination (but with higher 
criterion levels -in Grades 3-6), and additional data obtained from 
individually administered tests or from additional teacher ratings of 
behavior^ 

10. Examination of schools Included in the samples shows no^ consistent attri- 
bu|fe^"such as student achievement, school location, size, etc. that would 
account for these changes. Further, analyses of ^the relationship between 
California Achievement Test results and percentages of school populations 
Included in gifted and talented programs revealed only a moderate correlation 

(.55). : 







'EXHIBIT 3 






Students Included In Specific, Screening by School 


' School 


, Number Iticluded 
in Specif icScV6enlng * 


Percentage of 
School Population 


Percentage of _ 
Those Globally Screened 


X .. 

2 
3 

4 '. 

5 • 
6 

• • • 

•8 

9 . • 


• a ' 27 • • 

201 - , , 

183 

204 

406 

388 

156 

145 .', • 

108 r 


' ■ 9 ■ 

43 . ". , 

4? 

77 

• " 89 • 
. 91 
65 
65 
39 


68 
69 
80 
99 

100 • 
98 
62 

^ ,96 

■ \ < ■ 


Total 


. 1,818 , V 

b ■ . .' ■ m ' 


. 60 ' . 


.84 . : • 
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■ EXHIBIT 4 . / 
Students Selected for Gifted and ^^T^ by School 


■ • > . ■ 

School 


Number Selected v 
'v. for Program 


• Percentage of 
School Eopulatlon 


; Percentage of • » : 
Those Globally Screened 


'. "V 1 ■ 

-3 ■ 

4 
5 

_ 6' ■■■■ 

' r ■•- ■ J ■•• 

8 : 


' \29 ■• 

'51 ' . 

- ■ ■■ ■ A5 ■ ■ 
• . . 44 ' ■ ■ •: 
, 244 - 

85 - 

■^■>67v'. :; - '■ 
50 ■■ ■ : 

• ' , ','^5 ;'/ . ■ 


10 " ; V 
I'l 

•' 12 

• ■ 17 

54 

: 20 

;■ ■. 27* 

20 
16 


■' ' '73 ■ • ' 
. 18 ... 

60.. 
21 • 

- ^ .. ■.■.■.27' .• '■: ■ ■ : .• 
■ , ■ ■ 23^ .■ 

40 


Total- V 


■'•V^ ■•'■.'$59 : : 




"'' ''■ ..■ ■ ■ 



*Ba8ed on 253 students screiened, which Is more than 100 percent of school 
enrollment figures. * - ; ■ , v^. ' 



practlc^^ over a. period of- time, or greater usfe of professional decision 
making. • 

Screening and Selection by Sex 

Exhibit 5 contains the screening and selection findings for 1980-81 by sex. 
When compared with the 197.9-80 findings, the participation rates for females 
are slightly decreased. In 1979-80, 49 . percent of those globally screened ~ 
were female, as were 50 percent of those specifically screened, and 4-9 percent 
of those selected. In 1980-81, c^^parable percentages for females were 49, 
48, „and 47 percent, respectively. V 



EXHIBIT 5 




11. Students In Grades K-2 who have attained .3 or more specif Ic screening 
■ criteria and students In Grades 3-6 who have attained 4 or more criteria must 

be selected for programs. However, students who fall below these criteria but 
attain at least ' 1 .specific criterion must be considered Individually^ 
Additional Information may be brought to bear on the decision, or trial 
placement in a program may- be considered. / jV \ 

12. It is a^med that population proportions- for |)Oth years approximate 50 
percent males, 50 petjjjient females. -t. 

■ • 't- ■ ■ •■■ ..." • ' r ... .. ■ ■ ■■■ ■ ; / ■ ■ ' 
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. Screening and Selection by Race * ^ 

Global Screening: The 1980-81 global screening data show Improvement over the 
1979-80 study which found that blacks and Hlspanlcs were somewhat underrepre- 
sented In the global pool. 

In 1979-80, slightly fewer black and Hispanic students were globally, screened 
than would be expected according to the overall percentage of students 
Included In screening. Twenty-five percent of the sample population was 
globally screened, but 23 percent of the black students and 20 percent of the 
Hispanic students were globally screened. Iti 1980-81, this trend reversed, 
with 75 percent of the blacks and Hlspanlcs as oppOded to 71 percent of the 
sample population being globally screened. Exhibit 6 shows the distribution 
by race oiF students In the sample schools, and the proportions of each racial 
group J.ncluded In global screening for both 1979-80 and 1980-81. 

Specific Screening: 'Comparison of specific screening data from 1979-80 and 
. 1980-81 shows improvement for Hlspanlcs and blacks ±xx terms of the percentage^ 
of their populatloti specifically screened Xsee Exhibit 7), However, the data 
show that black students continue- to be underrepr^sented in the specific 
screening pool, 

The data show that while 60 percent of the 1980-81 sample population was 
specif Ically screened, 50 percent of the blacks and. 79 percent of the 
Hlspanlcs were specifically screened. Although these figures are better than 
1979-80 (15 percent of the population specifically screened vs. 7 percent of 
the blacks ,and 10 percent of ^ the -^Hispanics) , the proportions still fall 
considerably short of expectation for black students. However, Hispanic 
students were specifically screened in higher proportions than the* overall 
population (79 vs. 60 percent),' 

Examination of Exhibit 8 indicates, however, that the overwhelming majority of 
the students who actually ^ passed the specific screening process in 1980-81 
were Asian and whlte-ioth in/terms of their proportionate share of the entire 
group who pasas;^ Itoecific screening and in terms of their respective 
'percentages of their ^clal groups that were globally screened. Exhibit 8 
also shows that twice the proportion of Asians and whites compared to blacks 
and Hlspanlcs acquired stome specific screening credits, regardless of whether 
or not they passed specific screening. No comparable data are available for 
' 1979-80.^ 

Program Selection: ' ^Even though bl^a^' and^ sp been included^ 

in global- and-specl fic s tnTeenltrg^ttr^argeir numbers in li^lRP81 than previously, 
the data show that they continue to be seriously , underrepresented in program 
selection. \ Further,' prof essipnal decision making, although clearly in 
evidence, does not appeat to be helping black and Hispanic students. 

• ■ ' . ■ ■ ' . ^ ■ . . ■ . V • . ■ 

Examination of the data indicates that only half the percentage of blacks (11 
vs. 22 percent) and Hlspanlcs U2 vs. 22 percent) w^ for programs 

in 1980-81 when compared to the overall ;^€Jrcentage selected for programs. 
Asian and white students continue to be dlvKgrr^^resented compared to the sample 
as a whc^e. In addition, while 500 studentjsrwer'e selecte for programs who 
did not pass specific screening, it appears that this process is more helpful 
y to Asians than to blacks and Hlspanlcs. Fifty-three percent of the Asians who 

attained at least one specific criterion but did not f>ass the sp^iflc 
screening were Selected for programs • In contrast, 42 percent of the blkcks 
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• ' exhibit 6 

■V ' ' ■ ■ ■ ■ 

Global Screening by Race - 1979-80 and 1980-81 



1979-30 ■ 1980*81 Students in 

Saople Popula- Students Included Saiple Popula- Students Included 1980-81 Who Passed 

Race tlonby Race* ' in Global Screening tlonbyRace* In Global Screening ^ Global Screening** 

Number I Mber P** Nmber . % Nmber X*** . Number. I 



Asian 
Black 
Hispanic 
White 


889 
. '2,004 
606 
11,836 


6 

.. 13 
4 

77 


249 
467- 
120' 
2,974 


28 ' 
23 
20 
25 


211 
362 
121 
2,324 


7 

12 ' 
4 
77 


159 75 
271 ,75 
, 124**** 100 
1,593 69 


87 
114 
• 37 
730 


•^55 . . . 
42 
30 
46 


Total***** • 


15,368 


100 


3,852 


'25 


J,019 • 


100 


2,153 


71 ' 


968 


45 



' <^opulatlon by race In the sample schools, . 
.**Coffiparabie figures not available for 1979-80. 
***Percfentage of population by race globally 'screened. 
****More Hispanic students screened than contained in data base school enrollments, 

probably due to high mobility, rate in some schools, 
*****Total includes EskliQos, American Indians, and students whose race is not known, 



I 



Y 



■f O 
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EXHIBIT 7 



.Specific Scrtening by Race - 1979-80 and 1980-81 ' , 



Race . 



Black 
Hispanic 
Hhlte . 



Saiple Popula- 
tion by Race* 



.6' 

'%m 13 

606 . 4 
11,836 77 



1979-80" 



Number % Nuiber Z** 



% of Those 
Globally' 
Screened 



161 
131 
61 

' 1,959 



18 

7 

10 
17 



1980-81 



Students Included in Specific Sample Popula- 
Screenlng tloribyRace* 



65 ■ '211 7 
28 ' 362 12. 
51 '121 4 

66 ' 2,324 .77 



Students Included 
» 



Number I Number, 2**' 



145 
183 
' 96 
, 1,390 



69 
50 
79 
60 



Z of Those 
Globally 
Screened 

0 

9K 
68 
77* 

87' 



1: 



Total*** 



15,368 100 



2,326 15 



100 



3,019 100 ,1,818 60 



*Populatlon by race in the sample schools?, i i^j;;^ - 
**Percentage of population by race specifically' 'Screened. 
***Total includes feskimos, American Indians, and 8tudentV^wl!io,8e, race is -not known. 



. EJffllBIT 8 - 
Specific Screening Results by RaCe 



• 

Racef. 


^ Students ObtaiJiing One 

lOr More Specific Screening ' 
Criterion But Not Passing , 
Specific Screening 


Students Passing 
sl)ecific 
Screening 




Number 


Percentage* 


Number 


Percentage* 


Asian 
Black 
Hispanic ■ 
White 


* • 86 
83 
42 
911 


54 
31 

'34 • 
:57 


12 

" 4 ■ 
2 

152 


»' 

8 

2 - 
2 . 
10 




• • 

1,122 


• 52 


170 


8 



*Figures are percentages of all students in racial group globally screened. 
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and 29 percent of .the Hlspanlcs were selected for program participation 
without passing the fspeclflc screening criteria. Exhibit 9 shows the racial 
breakdown ' of studerits selected for gifted and talented programs In 1979-80 vs. 
1980-81. ^ 



The Process 

Students Assessed or Nominated by Each Instrtiment 

The data Indicate that some changes have been made In the emphasis on the 
types of screening Instruments used/ particularly an Increase In the use of, 
peer nomination (one of few Instruments found In* the previous study to assist 
minority students In the screening process) » the Raven Matrices, and the 
Renzulll-Hartman. However , standardized tests continue to receive heavy uKe 
In the ^ screening process, with the Cognitive Abilities Test used for 73 
percent of the available pool, the California Achievement Test used for 43 
percent,. and the ITBS for 61 percent. Exhibit 10 displays the students 
assessed or nominated by each of the Instruments /procedures used In global 
and/or specific Screening, the grade levels In which the Instrument or 
procedure Is applicable, and- the percentage assessed from the' applicable 
global or specific pool. Further analyses of each of the instruments are 
presented in Appendix A, 

Instruments /Procedures Used by Each School ^ 
-» 

Exhibit 11 presents the instruments and procedures used by each school. These 
data Illustrate the continued emphasis on the standardized tests- in the 
screening and selection process. All nine schools used the standardized tests 
and the Raven Matrices, but three of the schools (schools 4, 5, and 6) used no 
additional global nomination procedures except *peer nomination; and a fourth 
school (school 1) used only parent nomination. 

■ ■ :. ■ - . ■■ 

GLOBA SCmiNING, SPECIFIC SCREENING, AND PROGRAM SELECTION: 
RESCREENING CONDUCTED IN 1981-82 

Once the majoir screening activities have been completed for the first time in 
a school, procedures for screening students in subsequent years take^ two 
forms: 1) initial pCreening, including the complete global screening, 
specific screening, and selection for prpgrams Df tfie incoming class of 
students in the „ earliest grade in the school in nhich gifted and talented 
programs are Coffered; and 2) rescr_e,enlng of students in other grades who were 
previously screened and initial screening of students new to the school in 
these grade levels. The screening and selection data presented in this report 
are for the rescreening/screenlng activities in the grade levels other than 
the earliest incoming grade for the 13 schools that reported their 
activities* Findings for the initial screening of students in the earliest 
grade served are presented in Appendix B. 



13. Use of the California Achievement Test I's not fully reflected here since 
such a large pj^rcentage of the students had been ^tested using the ITBS prior 
to the MCPS testing changeover. 

; . 13 v 
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EXHIBIT 9 . ' 

" ' . ■ ■ ■ « 

Program Selection by Race- - '1979-80 and 1980-81 



Race 



Asian 
Black 
Hispanic 
Nhite 



1979-80 • • 

• . : ' ■ ■ Sample Pdpula- 

Students Selec;ted for Programs . , tion by Race* 

I of Those . 

Number I Number * 2** Globally * Number I 

Screened 



1980-81 



Sample PopjiU' 
tion by Race* 



889 6 

2,004 13 

606 4 

11,836 .:77 



82 
62 
19 
1,081 



Students Selected for Trograms 
t of Those 
Nimbet Z** Globally • 
Screen^ 



33 


211 


7 


58 


28 ' 


37 


13 


362 


12 


39 


11 


14 


16 


121 




14 


12 


11 


36 


2.324 


^1 


548 


24 


■ 34 



H 



Total*** 15,368 100 



1,257 



33 



3,019 100 



*Population by race In the sample schools. \ 
**Percentage of population by race selected for programs, 
***Total. includes Eskimos, American Indians, and students whose race is not known. 



.659 22 



31 



37 



. EXHIBIT 10 

Populations Assessed by Global and Specific Screening Instruments 







Number of 










Schools 


Number of 


Percentage of 




Grades 


In Which 


Students 


Available 


Instrument 


Used 


Used 


JBcreened 


Pool* 



Staff Nomination K-6 

Self-nomlnatlon 4-6 

Parent Nomination K-6 

Peer Nomination 3-6 
Nomination by Others 

In the School K-6 
Nomination by Others 

In the; Community K-6 

SESAT K-2 

Stanford Achievement Test 2-3 

ITBS . 4-6 

California Achievement Test 3-6 

Cognltlve^Abllltles Test 4-6 
Short Form Test of 

Academic Aptitude 2-6 

Raven Matrices, K-6 

Renzulll-Smlth K-1 

Renzulll-Hartman 2-6 

CIRCUS-Thlnk It Through K-1 
circus-How Much and How Many K-1 



3 
3 
6 
8 



1 
1 
1 
9 
9 
9 

9 
1 
8 
3 
3 



451 
451 
1.143 
1,542 

874 

217 
12 
7 

700 
670 
843 

501 
2,019 
50 
1,240 
86. 
130 



21 
39 
53 
99 

41 

10 

2 

1 
61 
43i 
73 • 

26 

96*** 
22 

78 ^ 

38 

58 



*Avallable pool. represents tTie number of students In the respective global 
and/or specific pool for the grade J^vels In which Instrument Is tised. 

**Not used In Grades 4-6 In four schools. 



***Infeludes 
grades.' 



global pool for Grades 2 and 3 and specific pool for all other 



: • EXHIBIT 11 r , 

Instniments/P^cedures Used by School 



Instrument 





2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 • 














i 


X . 


X 






X 










X 




X 


X . 


X 








X 


X 


X 




Y 






X 


X 


X 


X 


X 










. , 




X 


X 


X 
















X 


■ • 


A 


















. ' ■ X 


















X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 




X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X' 


X 




X 


X 


X 


X 


X ■ 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


It 

X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X " 


X 


X 


X 


X 




X 


X ' 


X 


X 


X 


x'.- 














,x 








X 


»X1 


-X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 






*- V * 


X 


X 


X 














X 


X 


X 









Staff Nomination 
Self-nomination . 
Parent Nomination 
Peer Nomination 
Nomination by Others 

in the School , 
Nomination by Others- 

in the Community 
SESAT , : : :/ 

Stanford Achievement Test 

ITBS . 

California Achievement Test 
Cognitive Abilities Test 
Short Form Test of ^ 

Academic Aptitude 
Raven Matrices 
Renzulli-Smith 
Renzulli-Hai^man 
CIRCUS-Think It Through 
circus-How Much an& How Many 



^ . i . 



4- 
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The Population Rescreened and Selected 

, ••• , , ^ . ■ ■ . ^ » ". ., 

• Rescr^enlng and Selection Overall .\ - ' :/ v. 

Exhibit 12 illustrates, the : grade levelk by; • sej^ql in which rescreening 
activities tool?* place in grades other than>the, eari^^^ incoming grade. With 
the exception of schools 3, ^i: eaid % place in , all 

appropriatfe grade levels . . E^lblt :;13 pr&sent s thV rescreening and selection 
data by school. Fourteen p^rcen^^/of' the stud ^grades other than, the 

inconiing grade : vere IflciiMed > in the global rescreening, : 13 percent w^fe . 
included in specific rescteenliig,^^ 3 percent were selected; ^f or prograids. ^ 
By school there V. was ' coiisiderabliB variation, particularly in global: 
rescreening, where from to 100 percent were rescreened. ■ ^ , 

Rescreening and Siglection. by 'Race 

' .• . ■ •v . .. - 

Exhibit 14 presents the population, of the 13 schools , broken down by raciat 
group.. ExhiUts ' 15 itlirougiu^* the racial proportions by school \Sho 

were include4' in global and specific rescreening and who were selected for. 
programs. The data show t^t; while black students were overrepresented in 
global rescreening (15 percent pf> this group vs. 11 percent of the population 
. ^ in. the' 13 schools)/ they we selected for 

programs^-^4 percent bf that groUp)*f-''': . '^ V' . * * v> 

Hispanic students, who comprised 4 • percient' ' of the population of the 13 
■^schools, represented 4 percent of the ^d^lidenfcs included in gloVal rescreening 
IP^nd A percent of jthose * selected f pi:; p^^^ Asian studepts were 

oy err e^reaented ' among thoise selfected fpt programs. (10 percent vk^ 5. percent of 

the population in the 13 schools) , as, 'twere whites (82 peitent bf those 

selected vs. 79 percent of the scfiool''^- population) . 

r««^Brt 12 , . 

Rescreening >y School and' Grade 



Oiobal and Specific Rescreenjl^ngv Selection 
in Gxa^(^: Qt^ than EaVii^^^^^ 



f or .Programs 
e by School 



School 



LiLL , 

Students Glp.bally. 
. Rescr^tfnedi ; .'V ' 
Percentage oJE; , 
Students/iiivf • ^ 
Grades Bej^hcf* 
No. Earliest Cratde 



f r ;St^^^^ Specifically 
•■'■•^ v^:;<-3'-'-' Rescreengd / . 
r : ; Percentage gf 
. ' Students 'in 
V" , Grades Be^yond* . 
' ^Nb f'^ar lie st Grade 



Student s S elec t ed 
. for Programs 
• Per6entage of 
; Students in 
Grades Beyond 
No. Earliest Grade 



1 


(a) 






15 ■ ' 


16(b) 


■ 5 ■ ■ 


2 


28 


.9''^'i--^^-':' 


:'-;"l6- ■ ■ 


5 ■ ■■ '• ■ 


4 


1. 


3 


28 


.' ' .8 


^ 28;. 


8' 


. 4 


1 ■ 


4 


65 




:.^:: '-^. .59 V- ' 


1.6 


17 


5 . ■ 


5 ■ ■ 


42 


14^ ■• 




14 


■■■■.■2 


■ 1 ■ ■ 


6 


65 ^ 


37 ■ 


■■ ■:v''-'3i 


. 29 


13 


■1 •■ 


1 


118 


100(c) 




■3.7 . 


' li 


: 10 • . 


• 8 


71 


...32 - 


146 r 


20 


' .1 ■,. 


. , 3,,^/ ■. ,■• , 




21 


"9 


, 21 . 


9 


- ■" .5 


2 ". 


10 


38 


9 , 


38'' 


9 


■ 7 . 


2 ■■■■ . - 


11 


26 


8 


12 


■ 4 ■ 


8 


'• 2 .. ■■ . . 


12 


(d) 




' 27' . 


16 V 


10' 


6 


13 


. (d) 




61' 


•17 


17 




TOTAL 


502 


14 


489" 


■ 13 - 


121- 

















provided ^^;» 



(a), t &iob1illy screened all stydents In Grades 1-3, J)]ut. no. detall/d ^Igurels were 

^(brFo^rt 1-3 In this :> school J^erV li^cluded in 

specific rescreening. For Grades 4 and 5, students \who i^pre^^^^^^ 
identif led were included in gif ted and tainted pj:ograms\^Lf » they got 9''S ^n 
the California AchlevemenfclCest. However, no figiires were provided' regardlJa^ 
the number of fourth- and fift^l-^rade students selected^ln this mannier, 

:'(c) More studenW i^screened tii to higly mobility rate. 

U) No indication>'of/ global stir 



Percentage of Students tj^ 'R^ce the Rescreenlng 

' Sample of Schdpls/ V 



School 


Asian , W 


'Black 


Hispanic 


. Other • 


■ ■. ■ 

-l--' 


8% ■ 


11% 


• : .' . . 
. 4% 


77% 


■ 2 . .. .•• . 




6 


■ ' ... ■ 1 ■ ■ ■.■ ' 


■ 93 


. • -3. 


15 


< . : ■ 2; 


■17 


■ 4- 


8 . 


10 




80.. 


. -5 


". 4 , 


. 13 




82 


'6 ■ 


'. 1 ■ 6 


10 




77 


. ■ 1 


■ 9 


,34 


12 > 




. 8 


7 


Id 


' 6 ■ 




9 . 


■■■ 5 


.".■.4 • ■ ■ 


; 13;, . 




10 


7 . - 


,10 


1 ■ 


v.# '^ 83 I:} - 


11 


\2 ' 


1 


■ 1 ;•■ 




12 


. 8 ' ■ . ■ 


39' 


: 19 


-.34 




8 


6 


. 5 


. 81 

■ * .-■ 


it . ■ ■ 

TOTAL 


5" 


11 




79 . 



(a) Percentage less' thAi hall? of 1 percent 



1* 



■9 ' .: ■ 



erJc 



'• / ' ^ Students locluded In Gloy'Rescreenlng by School a^d Kace 



total PercenttKe'of.;' 
Included ^ Studinte In' 



Asian 



TlacT 



HlBpaolc 



-Nblte 



Percentage 



of Those 



Percentage ' Percentage Percentage , 

in Global f Cradea dth^r; . Nuitbet of Those \ juDber, of Ihoae , Nuaber of Ihoae Nuaber 

'•School Reacreenlng' Thau Eatlleat . Fescreened' Reacreened 'Reacreened Reacreeiied Rescteened Bescreened Rescreened Reacteenei) 

, . : Incoafnn Grade' ' '\ 'i: ' - .. .. ... _ 



L. 

1 
■ 3 

i 

6 



.1 * 



10 

o 



9 
10 
11 

13. 



(a) 
28 . 
, 28 ■ 
65 ■ 
42(b) ' 
.65 

# . 

n, 

21 , 

38 

26 

i(c) 



9 
8 

18. 
U 
37 
100 
32. 

9 

9 
'8 



0 
3 
11 
1 

, 3 

13 
6 



■ 0 
11 
1) 

r S. 

8 

.0. 
11 
,0 



5 

.2 

. 2. 
■3 
■6 

.42' 
11 
0 
2 
2 



, 18 
7 

• 3 
, 7 
9 

36 
'16 

0, 

5 

8. 



Total. 502 



41 



75 



15» 



19 



4. 

2 

5 

7 
1 

.10 

o' 

0 



■4 V 



23 

22 
51 
33 
53 
54 
53 
19 
32 
24 



364 



82 
79 
78 
79 
81 
46 
75 
90 
84 
92 



73 



(a)' Globally acteened all atudenta in Grades l-3, but no detailed figures were provided.. * 
•(b) Race unknown for 2 of theae students. , 

(c) No indication of global screening having been conducted.' . . 

(d) Percentage leas than half of one percent. . ^ ' ' '. 
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. miBIT16 

^ StudtQts Included In Specific Keecreenlng by School and Race 



' Total Pcrcincagg of ■ . Asian Black Hltpittlc HhlU > . 

Included Students in ^ Percentage Percentage Percentage, Percentage 

In Specific Grides Other v Hunber . , of Those Number of Those Nmber of Those Nuiber of Those ^ 

School Redcreenlng Than Earliest Rescreened Bescreened RescreeneS Rescreened Rescreened Bescreened Hescreened Rucreened 

Grade 





«(«) 










• r ' 










1 .■ 


15 


1 


,2 ' ■ 


r 


2 


I 




'44 


94 ■ 


* ■ 


> 16 




•0 , 


0 


2 


13 . 


0/ 


0 • 


14 


87 


i 


28 


8 ■ 


• 3 , 


111 


2 




1 


4 


22 


. 79*. 




59 


16 


■10 


17 


■ 2 . 




•I 


2 


M 


78 


5 


«(b) 


'. 14 


^■■1 


2 


■ ., 3 . . 


J 


••■ • i 


■' ■ 5 - 


34 


. 81 . . . 


,6 


51 


■29' . 




2' 


6 • 




'3. 


■ i 


41 . 


80 


,7 




37 


6 


15' 


13 N 


^^'32 


' 3 


■■ ' 7-> 


19 


46 


• 8. 


46 


20 , 


5 


11 


9 - 


. 20 • 


1 


2 


31 


67 


9 


. 21(c). 


9 


0 


O," 


0 


a 


2 


10 


19 


"90 • 


• 10 


38(c) 


■ '5 , 


4 


ir- ■ 


• 2 


■■ ■5-' 


0 


V 0 


32 


84 


U 


12 


4 


0 ■ 


, 0 


0 


0- 


. 0 


0 '. 


U 


100 


12 


27 


■ 16 . . 


2 ' 


7 


10 . ' 


37 


5' 


19 


9 


33-; 


13 


, 61 




8 


13 » 


.7 . 


' tl ', 




11 * 


39 ' 


■ , 64' 


Total 


s 

489 


13 


'41 


6' 


.57 


12 


'■-■26',' 




362 : 


74 : 



(a) Forty-seven students In Grades, W in this school were Included in specific rescreenlng/screenlng. For grales 4 ind.SrStuden'ts »)u) wre 
not previously Identified ytie Included In Gifted and Talented prograw if they got 9*8 on the California Achleviient lest*: 

(b) Race unbovti for tvo of the studenti 



(c) Saae students globally and specifically rescreened/scrsencd, 



(d) Percentage less than half of one percent. 



, Percentage: of Students Selected for Programs as a Result of Rescreening by School .and Race 



Percentage of 
Students In 



Man 



Black' 



Hispanic 



Vhlte 







Grades Other 




Percentage 




Percentage 




Percentage 




Percentage 




Total 


Than Earliest 


Nunber 


of Those 


Nunber 


of Those 


Number 


of iTbose 


Number 


of Those 


School Selected IncondnK Grade Selected Selected 


Selected 


Selected 


Selected 


Selected 


Selected Selected 


I 


16(a) 




1 


6 


0 


0 


0 


' 

0 


15 


94 - 




4 




0 \ 


0 


0 


0 


0- 


" 0 


4 


100 ' 


3 


4 




2 


• 50 


0 


0 


0 


0' , 


y2 


50 


4 


17 


■■I,. ., 


3 


';18 


0 


0 ' 


0 


0 


14 


82 


5 


2. 


1 


-0 


0 


. 0 


•0 


0 


0 


2 


100 


6 


'43 


7 


0 


0 


1 


8 


0 


0 


12' 


92 


7 


11 ' 


10 


.1 


9 


3 


27 


0 


0 


7 


64 


8 


7 


3 


1 


14 


0 


0 


0 - 


0 


V6' 


86 


9 


5 


2 . 


0 


0 


0 


0 


I 


20 


4,- 


40 • 


^\ 


7 


2 


2 


29 


0 


0 


0 


0 - 


5 


71 


IP 


8 


2 


.0 


,0 


.0 


0 


/ 0 


0 


8 : 


; 100 . 


12- 


10 


■ 6 


0 


0 


■ • i 


10 


,2 


20 • 




■■ -■70^^;r . 


13. 


17 


5 


■ ■ 2 


12 




-0 


2 


12 

K,; • 




V--76':'-:'- 

> ■ r,* ' ■■ 


Jotal 


121 


3 


12 


10 


5 


4 


5 




1 * " ■ 
; 99 


' 82 , 



.1 I 

(a) Sixteen students selected In Grades 1-3 in this school. No figures v^re provided regarding dunberji of students 
in Grades 4-5 identified by the California Achievement Test, 



The Process 

Instruments/Procedures Used In Global Rescreenlng 
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Exhibit 18 iliesetits the Instruments used In the ^13 schools for global 
rescreenlng . Although most of the schools conducting global rescreenlng 
used a variety of Instruments, 2 schools used only the Raven Matrices in 
global rescreenlng. Moreover, In one of these schools (school 5), the Raven 
^latrlces was the only Instrument used In global and specific rescreenlng. 

Schools also differed In the extent to which p^^ent nomination^ and parent 
permission were used as criteria In screening. In four of the, 13 schools, 
neither parent nomination nor parent permission were utilized. Two schools 
(15 percent) Included parent notainatlon In global rescreenlng but did not 
obtain parental permission fdr specific rescreenlng; and conversely, two 
schools (15 percent) did not use, parent nomination but sought parental 
permission. In the remaining five .schools (38 percent), ^both parent 
nomination and parent permission were utilized.. 

Thirty-three students from 4 of / the 13 schools whx> had attained the global 
screening criteria were not specifically rescreened due to lack of parental 
permission. Among these 33 students, there were 27 white students ,(82 
percent), 5 Asians (15 percent), and 1 black student (3 percent) Had these 
students been enrolled In schools not requiring this permission ^ they might 
well be Included In programs today ^ ^ 

One final observation about the use of Instruments Is also worthy of note. 
The data show that tflbse schools employing the California Achievement Test and 
Cognitive Abilities Test In global screening also relied upon ^rent, . staff, 
and peer nomination as sources of data. This reliance on^^i^Onomlnatlon 
criteria In addition to test data Is a -departure from the t^^^^tfl pattern 
observed in Initial screening, namely, heavier rellantST on staff 
recommendations and test scores to the exclusion of parent and peer data. 

Instruments/Procedures Used In Specific Rescreenlng 

Exhibit 19^ presents the Instruments used In the 13 schools for specific 
rescreenlng/screening. .Instruments/procedures used most frequently among the 
schools were the Raven Matrices, the Short Form Test, of Academic Achievement 
(SFTAA),^ and the Renzulll-Hartman teacher checklist. The California 
Achievement Test, Cognitive Abilities Test, and peer nomination were utilized 
somewhat less frequently In the specific rescreenlng, and where they were 
utilized, they tended to be^ used In combination with the Raven, SFTAA, and 
Renzulll-Hartman. a 



14. Ten schools provided global rescreenlng data for analysis; an eleventh 
school (school 1) globally rescreened students but provided no data, and two 
schools (12 and 13) did not globally rescreen students. - , 

15. Parent permission to Include students In specific , screening Is required 
unless the total grade Is being specifically screened. None of the 13 schools 
specifically screened' entire' grades of students. /• ' 
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EXHIBIT 18 • / 

Instruments/Procedurea Used in Global Rescreening by School and Grade 



Parent 



Staff 



Peer ' Self- 



Callfomla Cognitive 
Achievement Abilities Raven 



Parent 



chool NoB^nation Komination Nomination nomination Test 



Test Matrices Permission 




3,4,5,6 



3 


• 




5 * 


, 5 , ■ 


5 






4 


2,3,4, 


2,3,5,6 


3,4,5,6 


3,4,5,6 


4.5.6 


i.3 


X 






1 








3,4,5,6('' 




5 












6 


4,5,6 


4,5.6 


4.5.6 


4.5,6 X 4,5,6 


4.5.6 




X 


7 


2 


.1,2 








1,2 


X 


8 


2,3i4,5 


2.3 


■3,4.5 . 


. 3,4.5 


4.5 


2,3 




9 


1,3,5 




3.5 


, 3.5 


5 




X 


10 


"^1,2,3,4, 


3.5 


3,4,5,6 


■ , 3.4.5 


4 ' 


2,3. 


X 




5,6 














11 




2.3.4,5,6 




' 3.4.5.6 


3.4.5.6 


2.3 


"■'X 


12 












■ . \ ■ ■■ . ' ■ 




13 

















[a) X«Parent' permission required before studetft could be included in, specific screening, 
fb) Numbers in cells are grades In which instrument/procedute was used. ^ 
(c) In this school, only the Raven Matrices was administered to students in Grades 3-6 as part of 
the rescreening activities. The Raven score Was used in addition to whatever test scores or 

old screening data were available for the students. * 
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Instniments/Procedures Osed In Specific Rescreenlng by, School NiiGrtiii'^l 



Peer 

School Koilnatlon 


California Cognitive 
Achievement Ab^lties 
Test ,Tt8t 


Raven: 
Matrices 


(a) 
SFTAA 


RenzuUl- 
Smlth' 


RenzulU- 
. Hartman 


CIRCUS 


stanzora 

Achievement (b) (c) 
Test SESAT Other 


1 


4»5 




1,2,3 ■ 


2,3 


; ' . 1 • ■ 
■ -i/lV:-" 


<ii3' ' . 


1 • 


• 2,3 1,2 ■ 


2 ' 


. .3,4,5',6 


4 


3,4,5,6 


3,4,5,6 




^?3,4,5,6 




\- r.^ ' 


3 5 






,5 , 






5^' ■■„ 






4 3A5,6 


4,5,6, 


4,5,6 


2,3,4,5,6 


2,3,4,5,6 


< 


2,3,4,5,6 




M '>■-•.■. 


'5 






/3>4,5,6 - 










' ' • '^i ..s ' * ' 


6 4, '5,6 


4,5,6 


4,5,6 


4,5,6 


4,5,6' 




4,5,6 






t 




♦ 


1,2 


2 


1 


2 


" 1 




8 3,4,5 


3,4,5 


4,5 . 


2,3,4,5 

I' 

1,3,5 


2,3 




2,3,4,5 




f 


9 ' 3,5 


3,5 . 


5 


3 


* 

1 


3,5 


1 • 
i 




10 3,4,5,6 


3,4,5 


4 


1,2,3,4,5,6 


2,3,4,5,6 




2,3,4,5,6 






11 


3,4,5,6 


3,4,5,6 


2,3,4,5,6 


2,3,'4,5,6 




2.3,4,5,6 






12 






1,2,3 


2,3 








lis' 

^ - •■"X:v 


13 -.3,4,5,6 


. 3,4,5,6 

1 


4 


2,3,4,5,6 


2,3,4,5,6 

4 




'2,3,4,5,6 







(a) SFTAA = Short Form Test of Academic Achievement' . "* .: 

(b) SESAT - Stanford , Early School Achievement Test ^ ° ' ■ . / 

(c) Other " Rough Dehaan and Boehm 

(d-) Numbers in cells^are grades in which Instrument is ased, ; ' ' 

■ \ ' ; ^ . ■ . . ,;52 , 

o ■ ' 51 : , ■'..,„, ■ ' ' , ; 
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Examination ;q£ ; the specific rescreening)(bcreening data indicates that use of 
the instru8|ien;tsyprocedures in specific resc^eening/screening was not uniform 
across the'; ! J schools, . Specifically, differetices were found in the use of the 
California Achievement test r^^^ '^^^^^ Short. Form Test of Academic Achievement 
(SFTAA) / .%nd t^^^ The differences, for the 

' most par.t,^ cpncemed the subtest3 uis%^^^^^^ the "cut-score" values considered 
sufficient ibr attainment of the specific criterion. 

For example, there- was no unlf pirmltyi 4^ >the^ W4y Achievement 
Test results were included in the sipeclfic'^scre^fiing praqes^ the lO schodls 
' in which it was utilized. Five ' ■ 3C.ores^ar;e avfeila^ in the 

declsion-m^iclng process fotr th^*^ California: four subtests., and the total 
• score. MCPS guidelines^Vuggest two qr mbre of these scores be; at stanlhe. 9 
. ' for attainment of ^the : sp^tf ic, crlterlo^.V Only pne school (itf percfentf) 
considered all f iVifr- V scores in this process ;^ while the 'remaining nine schools 
X90 percent) utilised "Information only from the fquf subtest scores. In two 
of the , schools (2t) percent) , two siibtest scores of . stanine 8 or better 
sufficed as a specific 'screening criterion; - in on^ school (10 percent) one 
score at stanine 9 sufficed. The ' remaining v seven schools (70 percent) 
considereJjgtwp scores at stanine* 9 for attainment of th^* ♦ specific 
criterion. Thus, based upon the luck of the draw regarding .the school in 
which the testing took , place, students would , either, attain oi; not attain a 
specific criterion .;yia the Calif oi;n£a AchievemeutiTe^t. Similar differences 
» were found for the- SFTAA results. 

'-^ . ■ ' ■ ^. , - .. ..^ 

•V ; > .Three subtests are, contained 'in the .Renzulll-Hartman checklist, and MCPS 

• ^ v.v,;8'ii^^li^^^s* . suggest attainm^t ; of ' two out of ; three cutoff scores for the 

» \ specif ic criteribn. Three ('25 percent) * of * 'the 12 schools . in v which the ' 

^• Renzulll-Hartman* was / administered^ considere^^ of bnly:^ohe;^cutoff . 

score sufficient for the specif ic criterlpnv, i By contrast, in three . other 

schools, the Renzulll-Hartman was :npt: completed(f or the student unless "he/she 

had already attained a specific criterion on either the Raven matlrlc^s -or the 

SFTAA. Thus; in these schools, the Renzulli-Hartman was used as .' the^f inal 

cut, rather than as one of several, criteria to be employed in professional 

decision malting. ' v ^ ^ ' . 

Program Selection ^ , 

The MCPS g|iidelin^,8 ^ f oVu;%if ted and talented screening and selection suggest 
attainment of three^p^ more specific criteria for program selection in Grades 
K-2 and four or more for Graces 3-6. In examination of the rescreenlng/ 
screening data, di.fferences were found between schools In implementation of 
this guideline as Well. 
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One of these seven schools iQitilized the Calif pfnla Achievement Test as the 
sole rescreenlng criterion! in ' tirades 4 arid 5. According to the; /-school 

principal, students in these grades who had not preyipusly been selected for 

gifted and talented programs were automatically included if they obtained two 

or more stanine 9 scores on; the California.. By use of this process the 

principal indicated that many more students were eria:bled to be included in his 
school's Gifted and Talented Program. 
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In\ eight* i of the"'''8chool8 (62 percent) . It i^ppears that attainment of three 
specif ic. criteria was 'the cutoff score f or V futorfatlc program selectlorf, 
regardless of grade level. In. these schools,- sotae students. with fewer than 
three ISrlterla were given special consldpration by committee fot program 
sele^tlpi^. y The remaining five schools departed further from the selection, 
guidelines. School 1 employed only the California Achievement Test results a6 ^( 
a . screening ; device ,lh Grades 4 and 5 (see footnote 23), School 3*8 students 
pai^tlcii^ated In an area-based pMliout progriam that, had very few open^lngs. ' 
Thus,; "j^tSifdents In tWs\school were required* to attain five specific criteria 
for prcigram candidacy. Schools 7 and 12, whose' student bodies tended to *, 
be frdwer achieving than the MCPS average on standardized t^iests,: conisldered 'two 
criteria sufficient for program .selection. . School 13, whose student * body 
tended to be more highly^ achieving on "standardized ' tests than the MCPS 
average, t also considered two criteria sufficient for program selectipn. ^ These ^ 
dat^ only serve tp emphasise, once*^ again, ^the differences in practice across 
; the MCPS schools. ^ r, ' , , v - ^ 

" The Use of Professional Decision Making \ 'J 

J ■ . ■ ' • ' ■ " ■ • ... •■ \ , 

^ The use of professional decisfoA making in ^rescreenlng appears to be helping 
th'eV yhlteV stuji^nts. substantially mgre than it; * is helping minority 
student's. > Of the 12L students selected for programs ^in the 13 school^ as 
.a result of rescreenlng, 11 students from 4 schools had notations next td the 
Selection decision Indicating addltlon&l input from 'the selection committee in 
the decision making. The ■ 11 students, who all had fewer than the' normally 
required criteria for selection,' were comprised of 10 whites (9J. 'p^cept) axiA 
1 Asian (9 percent) . \ , ,* * : ; ^. . i 

Eight stiidjencs iErom two additional schools • who ^ did not, have the requlrecl 
number of /hrltieria had "mayb^" noted as a decision. ; 'Of these,,; ^ there were 
seven whites/ 1^ percent) and onie Hispanic (13 percent). ' ^ * ' 

".■:.'-•■< , . . ' ' T ^ ■ . ■.: -v; ■ 



17. A student . in this schdol^wha was-consideried eligible for the Gifted arid ^ 
Talented Progradi by school staff was allowed to take the SFTAA foiir times 
Until she "finally' got a stanlne 9 score" and could qualify for the program^ 

J " ■«-.> . / ... 

18. , The teacher responsible for the Gifted andj^ Talented Program In one school 
reported to DEA that in the past minority students received "an^ additional 
point" in the selection process. She^lndlcated, however, that this Rractlge 
is not being followed this year (1982-83).- ■ , ^ . v 
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. ' . CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ' . 

' ' ■ •■^■^> . ' ■■■ir^'';. / ' 

;Two major findings emerge :from the an^ilyses: ^ V ' 

- o implem^ntftSon- of ^ t^^^^ "fcontlnues to ,be 

\ lncon84steiit' across schobls and: diverges from, the • coufttywlde 
. ' guidelines. .The lack conslStiScSy Is even ; more severe wherfe, 

resaiceenlng Is'^lnvialved.^ > :V vy, * 

^ •.. ; . •-■ . • . ; ' ^ ■ ■ '^'V 

'"^^ o Despite efforW on :^h6 pai:t of v«chooX ^t^ffs'to inc^e mlno^i^ 
- sttidents In A screening pfiols, these students, particularly blacks 
and Hlspa^ixis, Are ^^pt belnfe selected |or/^r6gram^artlclpatl^^^^ 
1— ^ / rcprc o en t-aM^^^nffliters . ' ■ " / > ' ^^^i 

These findings 'lead us * to^ ralsWl ssome vety f undsunen^^ aboMt 
screening and the #pro^cfl^^that f Moti'tgomery County "T^s , to date, adopted. ; 
While It Is clear that there : are some very uhderstaridgble ' reasons fUi; , ttyliig 
to implement a uniform procedure which relies in large part o'n^standardized 
s^phieyeme|it,, teat in|trumetits, the pfoqedure as, it noy stands must be 
' questionedvfrpm threfe'perspefctives. ' ^ '* , ^ 1- . 

■•- '"'-'v " ' . -. ■ ■ " ■ ■ ■■ ■ ■ ■ ■■*■ • ' ' 

o There 4.B no evidence that the present ctiter^on used for performance^ 

^ orf 'the standardized , tests disdr^minateis between students who can 
* -'VjBticceed in gifted and talented prograttiis and students who Cannot. 

o Glv^n what is ^^own about >^the perfbrmance/of minprity^^ 
4 most standardized achievemertj; tests, it Is likely that, black . and. 

..W'' Hispanic students will continue to be underrepresented in gifted and 
• '%. talented progrAms aa^;i?lofig: as selection contdffi|ije§ Jto be based in , large ■ 
art on these InstrumeiptfiF'.--. ^. 



• 6 Uniformity of imc^ementation ;ts very difficult to achieve, arid the 
tendency ol^choolS^ to modify the . screening procedures has been' 
1%.. i^^dijcumented' repeatedly. While some; of the modifications clearly 
■ . Wear to be less than desirable, the possibility' that greater local - 

" J^xibility might well serve a posit^ver purpose cannot be dismissed.. 

Therefore, it* is time to V- take a very serious look at the current scxeenlng 
ffiyprpcess and Go reexamine sbib6 critical issues. First, reconsideration should 

b# given ta the requirement that screening be uniform across all schools. 

Rather, greater emp/^si^should be placed on-: using measures, which directly 
^assess. :the skills riMed to function- in the particular program provided by a, 

aiv^fi School. This: seens reasonabil, and even desirable, given that, the 

serVljj^b-s currently iprl%ded vary greatly in both content and delivery mode. 

Rather' than seeking uniformity in screenirig, the goal shDul4 be to assure that. 

the screening procedures appropf lately mejisiire, the particular content and 

objectives of tihe\program to be dei:^Yered. This approach would not negate tihie 

possibility of -/using some common core of measures 'for screening across all. 
. schppls, but it Saaihd imply tha|. th.k-:coiranon core sjhpuld iJe supplemented ■ by 

.measures which vary" as a function .o^ vlfTlatl^^^ ; •• 

Second, In selecting measures, consideration should be given to using 
^ Instruments arid assessment approaches not' currently Included In the curr^t^ 
sydtemwlde screening proc^dures;.v^ Of special concern is. the Inclusion of , ' 




In&^trumetits better^ t^^ identify gifted Hlspah.lc and blaclc^ students,^ . kt \ 

lea^t three typed of asaressments- come ^ to mlnS whleK waftant:,^ * furtljer ^ 
consideration: Smeasures of ^treatlvlty,,. measures of specif Ic/content skillts;/^ . • 
and wor-k samples, ' * ^ Z'*' ♦ 

••• \- v" ;•• • "" ■ ■ ' ' ./ .'V-.^j^*^..- .'^f 

Measures of Creativity- ^- • . * :\ > " ■ ^ €i . , ^^v*V - " . . >' . . • 

As i^aipt of a .special project designed ;f:o Identify potentially gif ted|: 8tudeiit8\ 
among culturally different populations (Program Asse^^^ Diagnosis, and ? j- . 

Instruction)', staff of the Gifted and Talenffed, Pf^ra^ " 
alternative screening apprbachM-^t^^f^^ the»,pr0cess-4;%rtc-^atherr^ 
performance dat^To^^ which l^:^eflne^d^ to /x^'. 

Include characteflstlcs - such ! ; and • ' 

originality. In this i^oject, -'tHe^^ identJ^fy 
students , f or / special Ins^tr^c t ion i^b , sljov^ : tile potential f oi academic '> 
^ glftednes^, ftpt fot dlreict. en^try 

unreasonable : to suggest , however,, that m^Hpures of c?(eAtlVity might /^e' usenii 
as direct v^^ glf tedue^^. Indeed, on^ mt^ suggest that It Iff* for 

' the academically creative student that special services should, be^^^^p^ as . 

well as (or Instead of) for ttie^^tudent ylth talent; * Given 

these considerations, further ^exploration 

MeasureiB of Specflf la Content Skills : Ui . ~ 

, At/ the secondary school 'level, it 'vis/^no^i,i'uncommoa to select jstudents for 
special ' programs, based [mainly on pe^ a. specif Ic content area, 

rather than general' academic functdoning', '^A candidate for advanced placement ^ 
In mathematics, for i^lnstarice,' does.^ndt ^have tb^^ achiever in English 

to gain access to -the advanced matjiemiatics program; At the elementary level, 
however i It is current practice to require a ^iilgh degree df general academic 
proficiency regardless of the. specific' riaturf of the program. While this v 
approach may be well suited to some programs, for 9thers It . may Indeed be a, 
mismatch. Consideration, should, >therefor:ei' be given to more ^closely linking , 
-the skill areas tested to the skill areas program Is designed to address, 
where general academic enrichment Is not the gojal, .. u.* 

y;- Wprk 'Samples-"." H '■ ^ ■:' V. 

^ Most of the performance measures currently used for screening, and even the 
-'^■i^ alternatives described ;4bove, catt\.be categorized a^ "te^ts of " .some^. skill or 
behavioral trait. alternative to this approach Is to%use work samples 

designed to assess per^rmance on tasks slinir^r .tb' those with which- the 
student will be' / dealing In the instructional progr^un^ which will be provided. 
For example,* if a' *schoojL Is acyeenlhgf; candidates- J^^^^ a creative writing^ 
program, saiuples of work produqed by the students Should be ^If th^^ 

progrisua Is Intended to broadeii problem-solving sknla*, performance'^ iln 



sltuatlons;^_5?heije pro]?lem ' solving Is / ^quired, .should be : ^^amlned. This 
approach to^i^se^mient, while uncommon In MCPS were admittance to programfe 
for the cognltlvely or academically gifted is concerned, is based directly on 
the model used by the aifts, su^ a6 music dance. In a;^ sense, the study is ^ 
proposing that the 'student "audlt±<S!i" for the prb^ram • . 

?Thls. year, such%an.- a|)proach fs lifelng tried for sele^jgtlon Into the Magnet 
•Cluster Program at Sitirnlnp T^ee Elemenf^ component, of the 
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screeiing Wlll be the ass jssment of student perforrai^ tasks similar to 

thqse which Will re^ulre^ the school year. This Is an approach 

Which should i3|e looked at fpr more broad-based adoption. 

With these Issues' In mind. It Is recommended that thfe following modifications 
^to the Qlfted and Talented Selection Process be considered: 

o Consideration should,, be given to modifying or eliminating the 
current general screening process., which theoretically Identifies 

V overall academic gl f tedness, and replacing It with screiaing^ 

proc — which are more /.closely attuned to the content and 
' objectives 6f the actual programs offered. Use of the more 
specialized screening approach would enable students who are not the 
high test achievers over.all to be more readily selec It ed for progr amis 
tapping th^^r particular area of strength, and It Is , felt that more 
^ minority students would legitimately qualify for programs under tHls 
" type of screening appro^h. ^ 
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Continued efforts shoul4*t)e expended on exploring alternatives to 
the current means_.jof selecting students,* i,wlth emphasis placed /on. 
Identifying students using both nontest materials and tests which 
measure competencies' not adequately assessed by tests of generalized 
academic achievem|nt. ^ ? ? . 
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' ^Criterion: Staff Nonination 

Nuiber of Students Screefied Using Criterion^ 451 
. ' ;Nuiber of Students in Global Fool: 2,15^^ 

Ferofntage of Global Fool Scieened Using Criterion: 21 




Attaiment of Nmber and Nuiber and Fercentage Nuiber and Fercentage Nuiber and Fercentage' 

Global Fercentage Passing Requiring Prof esBional Fassl ng Se lec ted for 

Jrlterio^ Global Screening Decision Making Specif ic Screening howa^ 

Number Nuiber Percentage Nuiber Percentage Number Percentage : Nuiber Fercentage 

Yes 132 . 122 92 • 69 52 • ■ 28 21 " 64 ' 49 

No 319 * ' 139 44 124 . 39 11 3 46 14 



■ t, ■ ■ ■ ' - ' ' . ■ , ■ 

Cifterlon Not Used 

1JG2 707 42 930 55 131 8 549 .32 



Criterion: Self-nomination 

Nuaber of Students^ Screened Using Criterion^ 451 

Nuiber of Students in Global Fool: 1,154 

Percentage o£ Global Pool Screened Using Criterion: 39 



Atta^Biejit of Ntunberand Number and Percentage Number and Percentage Number and Percentage 

Global: Percentage Fussing Requiring Professional Passing . Selected for 

iiiterlflnL- Global, Screening Dedska Making Spectflc^ening- Program ::^i>,:::<,i.fi 

Number ■ Number Percentage Number Percentage Number 'Percentage . Number Percentage 



Yes 



81 

No 370 



12 
174 



89 
47 



34 
191. 



42 

I 

52 



"14 ' -ll 
37 10 



26 . :32 .■■ HifSf 

:.: i-'' ■.^:^1-^^^:■'■■ 



H?rt terion Not Used 



29 



396 36 



83 



■ . ■ ■ 

■ ■ ■'':„-"*'f»J ■'•11: J.'' 
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Crlterionj Parent Nomination 

Number of Students Screened Using Criterion: 1,143 

Number of Students in Global Fool: 2,153 

Percentage of Global Fool Screened Using Criterion: 53 




Attainment of 
Global 
Criterion 



Number and Number and Percentage Number and Percentage Number and Pettentage, 
Percentage Passing Kequiring Professional Passing Selected, for 
Global Screening Decision Making Specific Screening hom' , 



Mumber Muaber 


, Percentage 


NuAber Percentage Nuiber: "Percentage 


toer Percentaga 


Yes 259 245 
No . 88A * 344 


95 


, 159 61 , . \ 20 
■■^368 : 52 50 1^. 

; v'i ^ ■ N • • 


148 57 

> > 

138 l6:;tV 


" ' * . — — — ■ 


Criterion Not Used ' : 




— ; •) 





1,010 



379 ^ ' 3'8' 



596 



59 



67 . 7 



373 



37 



Criterion!; Peer loninatlon 

Nuiber of Students Screened. Using Criterion: 1,542 

Number of Students in Global Pool: 1,551 

Percentage of Global. Pool. Screened Uslng Criterion: 99 



Nuiber and Nuiber and Percentage Nuiber and Percentage Nuiber and Percentage 
Percentage Passing Requiring Professional' Passing Selected for ,' 

Global Screening Decision Making Specific Screening hojcm ■ 



Attainient of 

.Global 
Criterion . 



, ■ Number' Nuiber Percentage 


Nuiber 


Percentage 


Nuiber Percentage 


Nuiber Percentage 


Yes 424 . 370 ^87. 
. '. Nb 1,108 . 358 32, ■ > 


250 
578 


■■•59- ; 
'52 


117 J 28 
14 1 


242 57 ■ " 
230 . 21 


'J',. Attainient of 
Specific Criterion** 










. Yes, 248 ' 224 ,90 


.142 




105 ;:"42 


166 67 ' 


•Ki; : 1,294 504 ,■ 


. 686 ": 


';;''' 53''«- , 


, .26: \ 2 

1 ' -', .. 


' 306:. 24... 


■Criterion Not. Used 




■ ■ % 
i 


1 




• ■ ■ ' ■ 

Q (i (si 


u 


89 


0 0 

< 


6 67 . i 


y 

. . < ; *Five or more noolnations. 
**Eight or more nominations. 






r 


r ■ 

v» ;■ 










i ■ ' 
V 

1 * 

- 66. 


■ .65 
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Criterion: Moilnatlon by Others :lh the School 
NoDbe'r of Students ScreAied Using Criterion: 
Nuiber of Students In Global Fool: <2,153 'x 
Percentage of Global Fo()l Screened Using Criterlon:^v, 41 



■ t. ' , ' ' . ■ " t ■ 



^ .... ,:.,;:,,-v.'..'V, 
Attainoent of Mer'and ' ' Mer and Percenuge'. '' 
Global Percentage Passing ' Requiring Fro^essloiiial 
Criterion » Global Screening \. Decision Haling 


'^Sjieclflc Scree^^ 


Nuaiier and Percentage, 

: ■' ;; ,:'Selected:'f or > 
^ - Program ;': : 


Number' Number Percentage Number Percentage ' 


Slumber- Percentage s, 


Number Percentage 


* ' ' ■ ' ■ 1 , . , () 

les 78 71 91 45 , 58 


/■46'':-.^-'''':2l' 




No 796 348 . 44 305 '38 :^ i 

' — ..' .. ' ' : • ' , ' -'i ^ ' — — 




IJ/ XV 


■ ' ■ -1 ■ , . ■ ' ' ■ ;., ' ■ 
■'*',■ ' '' , - 




V;',;. i. ^ „. 


* ■ .■ " ' 

Criterion Not Used . , 






1.279' 549 43 773 65 ' 


" 124'^' ' ■'■■■'"'•lOiV'''''' 


' ^' ■•■V' i" ■ . 
: ^446 ■ '-•''is- ' 


■ ■ ' ■ »' 

■ • , ■' . 


f " 

. ' . ■ .' ■ ' ' ' • 
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Crlterlonr' NoilMtion-'by^, Others In the Comunity ' • 
Niffiber of Students Sergei. Using Criterion:, Jl?.; 
Npber'oiStudents in Global; Pool: ' 2,153 "V ' , 
Percentagej;Qf Global Pool Screeneii'llsing Criterion: '.flO; 



Attaimeiit of - 

Global;/^; ; 
Criterion.' 


. Number and Nuiber and Percentage , 
. Percentage Passing: Requiring Professional 
: Glob'al Screenine Decision Making 


■Number and Percentage 

Passing 
, Specific Screening ^ 


Number and Perwhtage : 


Nimber 


^ '■' , . ■ '. ' ' ' 

Number Percentage 


Number Percentage 


Number Perjreiitage 


Number Petfcentage , 


.. f, . 
tes /.3* ' 


3 100 : 


''3 '100 




2 67 1 . • 


NO " tl'J 


133: 62;' 


. 81 • ' 38 ■ 


22 .10 


, .4^ ' 22 . . ' 












' • 1,936*'* 


832 , 43„ 


\ 1,067 . .55 ' 




■ 609 - ^ 32 . * 



♦Number of ^tudenis' screened using this criterion at onC; school. 
, **Nuniber of students at other schools in the sample. 



■ / 



6J 



».5 



■■I 



A-7 



7(r 



■ ' ' Cfiterlons , Stanford^ Early: School Achieveient Te8.t (SESAT) - Environment, Math, Autal CoiprebenBlon, , 
• ^ Niiniher of Students Screened JslntCrlt'er Ion J 12 ■ • *^ * ; ' ' 



f Nuinber of Students Screened, Using Criterion 
. ■ Nuiib^r of Students in Global Pool : 602* '■ ^ > , , 
Percentage of Global Pool Screened Usltig Criterion: ,' 2 



J' 



ittalMient bf Number and*' ; Nun^er and Percentage Number and PerEentage Number and Perce||age: 
' Global' ■ EercMagi?. Passing Requiring Prof esslonal ; Passing * Selected for' «. 
Criterion** Global Screening ^ Decision Haling Specific Screening ^ 



Number' 



Yes*^ - 12 V , 12 




■ » ■ ; 

\ 

* 9 75 ^ 


3 ■ , 25 


., 10;,:- -81 ■ 


Ho ■ 0 

' ■ , ( • 










; ■ " ■ . (4 ■ " ■ ■ \ , ■ 
♦Attainment of 

^Specific Criterion** . 

. . ft . ' 

YV ' 12 ; 12 

. No / O '^r : ■ 


— — r- 


* 

,9 ')>5 


■ ■ vi ^, 

3 . 25 

v 

. ■ f 


,1 Ifl . 83 . 

V 


' — .' y'V.,' , ' t '.' 


• 








faterion Not, Used ' 






I 


. ' ' ■ i ■ ^' f*- 

% ' ' , . ■ " 


. 590 : ■ 222 


- " 38 , 


,f 278' v' J) 


36'r ' 6 : ' 


m .'29 



*Nui|j)et of jptudents Included la global screening In Grades I, L and 2. , ' ; 
''**filobal and spidflc criteria are th^^same: one or morej|Staninf scores of 8 .or more. 
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Criterion! VSttofotd AchleVemdit Test - Vocabulary, Reading Coopression; Hath Goncepts, Hath problem Solving 

Number of Students Screwed Using Criterion! 7 , _ ' ' 

Number of Students in ^Glbbal Pool: 766* • ' • 

Percentage of Global Potfi Screened Using Criterion: 1 ' . 



Attainment of 
: Global 
Criterion** 


Number and 
Percentage Passing 
Global Screening 


D 

Number and Percentage 
Kequirlng Professional 
Decision Making 


Number and Percentage 

Passing 
Specific Scr.eenlng 


Number and Percentage 
Selected for >. 
Program 


Number 


Number Percentage;, 


IlIaa^L^^ Tj ^ Jfc a M- Jfc M. 

NuiiDer .rercentaKe 


Number . Percentage 


nuiDDer rerceniagc 


Yes 7 


■J "71 


7 . 100 , 




0 


0 '00 


No 0 


> 

1 1 




1 

'm 




4 


Attainment of ' - 
Specif ic Crfterion*** 


, i ' ■ 








Yes 7 


5^' .71 


1 ■ ' 100 

.A 


0 


0 , 


i 86 . 


N(j . 0 






m 

f 






Criteclon Not Used 


1 








: 759 


369 '■49 


366 4B,' 


1. 

48 


6 


. 207 27 . 



• *Number of students included in global- screening in Grades 2 43. : 
**A'8tanine score of 8 or more on 2 subtests, . > 
.'***A score of stanlne 9 on 2 subtests, ' ' . ' ♦ 



• Criterion: 'low Tests of Basic Skills - Vocabukry',. Reading Comprehension, Math Concepts,, Hath Problem 

■ - folving"- ■ ' ' [ ' •■, '■ ■ \, ^' ; 

Number 'Of Students Screened Using. Criterion! 7^^ ' ■ 
'y Kiimberof StudentMn" Global Pp?l^ ' ' ; • ^ ^ .:' ^ ' : ( 
.Percentiage; of Global Pool Screened Using triterioni 61 . . ■ ^ ; 



,^\•4'Atb^nJient of:'; 

Y '/ ■■■Giob4i;,:;,vQ'.' _ 

1/ • ■ Criterion*- !/ i ' ■ Global 
: ■ . . '" 'f , - .1 ' ■ ., 



Numtler &nd'j 



Number and Pertentage Number and ?2it«i^^:;:^^^.' 
: '■ Passine •'■ ' : \ Selected:' for-' ' 



■ ,ile(iiiiy%' Professiona 
1^: A'^IIeci8lonM^g • Specific :Scre^ning ' :: > -';■ Program : : . 

Niiiaber '^i Piirc^ntAfei \ i- ;'Nuiiiber'' Percentage^ 




.:>'fti^;:<':ju:^-':i^is'K!l{^ 



r • 1 I , I 

Attaiitaient' o'f% v../'^'' 



-::»v^^ :u,v"-''::''.-'-''-':''vr^ - r:':b"''". ,;.^: V-.; 



■ ; Speci£ic'Crttferioh¥ .' ' 



Yes 1^^^^ ^]05^,: 



■v;.:(V.. 



,V . ■*'■■'' ;;,fetan'|ne, 8 ormbre pi ^ 
,. ' ■^•i.:|&n|ne 9.on;0^^^ 




: Criterion M/DM . ^r .SllL*: V.^' ^. ■ ^ '^-'-^y:^^^^^^ ^■.■v''. ^^'-^^^'/'^ ^ gi • 

i:^::-:^^ '''''' 



Criterion: Califoroia Achievenent Test - Reading Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Math Computation, Math . 

Concepts and Application, Total 
Number of Students Screened Using Criterion: 67Q . ^. . 

Number of Students in Global Pool; 1,551 ,: / 

Percentage of Global Pool Screened Using Criterion: 43 



Attainment of Number and ^ Number and Percentage Number and Percentage Number and Percentage 
Global ^ Percentage PaSiSpg;^ Requiring Professional Passing Selected for : 

Criterion* Global; Screening' . 'Decision Making Specific Screening Program . . 



Number . 


Number Percentage 


Number 


Percentage 


Number 


Percentagfe 


Numbfr Percentage 


Yes - 253 ^ 


196 


78. ^" 


186 , 


74 


48^ 


; 19 


177 70 


No , 417; 


113 


27 

r 


.189 


' 45 


1 


, 0,,/ ... 


41 10 . 


Attainment of 
Specific Criterion** 














Yes 146 


' 109 




102 


70 


44 


' 30 


124 85 ' 


No 524 


200 


38 


.273 


52 


5 


1 


94 18 


■ • . ■ , -j^ 
Criterion Not Used 














: '881 


425 


48 . 

' ill I' 


461 , 


■52 


82 


9 ■ 


260 30 



JStanine 8 or more on at least 2 subtests and/or total, 
^gtanine 9 on at least 2 subtests and/br total; 




Crturlons . Cognitive Abilities Test - Verbal' 
Nunber of Students Screened Using Criterlbnr 
Nuttber of Students In .Global Pool: 1, 154 • 



titatd^ve, Nonverbal 




Global , Percentage Passing, Requiring Professional Fasjing 
Criterioh* ^ Global Sfcreenirfg Decision Making Specific Screening, 



Selected for 
PrograB 




Attainment of 
Specific Criterion**. ' 

Yes : :;3i9 , ' 290 \ 91 ■ 


.221 


' 69 y 


::98 ,31 • : 215, 


67 , . 
■ V ' ■ *• 


No . .524 ,. 195 / • ; 37 


, 24^' ■ 


47^; ; 




14 . . 


Criterion Not Used • , 










.':3ii . \ /77: V y' 25,' ; ^ 


172 : ; 




12 4 ' X '88 ^ 




*Stanlne 8 or lote on ^at least 1 subtest. : ' ' ; ' V. 
**Stanine 9 on at least i subtest,; 



80 
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riterion: Short Form Test of Acadetdc Aptitude' - Language, Noa^aagiiag&» Total 
imber of Students. Screened Using Criterion: 501* ' * > 

mber of Students in Global Pool: , 
srceptage of Global Pooi/Screened Dsing Critcltipn: 2^ 



ttainment of Number and ; Number; and Percentage Number and Percentage Number and Percentage 

Global . * ; Percentage Passing r^jR^quiring Pr^^^^ / Passing Selected for 

Criterion** "" jStobal Screening Decision Making Specific Screenitig ' Program 



Number 



ber Percentagje: . NuihbeiP. Percentage Ntimber Percentage 



Number ' Percentage 



B8. 223 iV 




:161' 


,;:.''72- 




: 19 ^ ' 




66 : 


0 278 , 147 ■ 




" '"'1*3 . 


51 




1 ' 

A— "■' i" 


38 ; 


, 14 


ttainmeiit of . ' 
pecific Criterion;*** ' 
















es 11? .100 . 


85 


79 




39 


■ ■ 33 


• 81 


69 


0. 383.. 237 


62 


225 


59-' ' 


'v. 


2 \ 


104 . 


■ 27 


riterion Not Used 








. . 








1,419 599 


4'2 


■ 710 


50 


116 : 


8 


402 

• 


28 



*457 of the 50). students screened had no total score recorded. , 
**Stahine 8 or more on at least 1 subtest or'total.^ 
**Stanine 9 on at least I Subtest or total. 
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Criterion: Raven Matrices ' 

NuDiW of Students Screened Using Criterion: '2,019 

Niwber of Students In Pool; 2,101'* • 



: 96 



At^alnieht of ' / 'liunibet-aiid .. Juinberand PercMtage . Niiiiber Perceiitage'^ 
. .iGlobal • . Percentage Passing Recjuirlng Profesglonal*. }Bssi^\.^ . , Selected for 
■ teeiio^ Global Screenirfg . Decision laklng ;^ ,, ^Si^iflc^ : , Program 



Mumber Number Percentage Number 



-Yes. . 369 
. No ^" 565 



:321, 



8? 

12 



329 
151 




'*vPercentage i" ' Number Percentage 

"li-o v':-' ^88' ■ 51:;- 
i ■ ■■■■A '--.' 91. ■.v''''i6V 



Attainment of ' 


'»' 


■ ^ 










Specif ic Criterion*'*^ " '■4:- 














Yes , 1,075 ' • 738 'f' 




907 , 


84 


168 


16 : 


'571' '53 


»No ,; 944 ' .194 ' ; 


21 . 


192 


20 

i ■■ ■ 








Criterion Not -Used 








1 






■■..■82" |:,:'29 


1 

35 ; 


18 

* 

'■ .'■ ' 


/22 


■ /o ' 


,0 , 


10. ;U2 ' 




* 


i ■ , '* 









|^tude||8;,in'||r^^^^ global wreening; all others kreAied in specific Bcili 

teiter|n f^^ global an^ specific screening is 90th percentile or more. 



84. 



.83 
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; .Ctiterionr Itenzulll-Siith V^^^^^^^^ / 

' Mer of Students Screened ^^D^^^^ 

; ' Nuinbet of Students in Sf kif it Pool: ■ 226 . , 

. Fe|!aita(e of.Speclflc^ool^Screenedtslng Ciiterlont 22 



. ?. . Attalnient of « Nuiber and Nuiber and Percentage Nuiber end Percentage ' Nuinber and Fj^icentage 
' I Specific ■ , . Percentage Passing Requiring Professional : Papsing ^ / V j ' SeLgftdj^Jor*^, 
I Criterion* .•; GloBll Streentng Decision Making ^ '^' Specific- Screening*? 



Kumber ^ Number Percentage Nuiber Percentage Number Percentage.. 



Yes ■ 19 
No . 31 



13 68 
1? ■ 55 



17 



90 
55 



11 

.0 



fl;, ' 55' 



Criterion Not Used 



;;7j6. „ , 2 



75 



43 



38- 22 



■ It' 



*Score of .45 or more, 



•.f 

1'^ 



er|c « 



85 



A-15 



86' 



^Criterion: BenzjilU-^rtiiiaii Leamng, to Creativity 
' Hoaiber of Students Screened Using Critwion: 1,240 ■ ' 

NuBiber of Students in jSpecih^ ' 

iO^ Specific Pool 'screened Using Criterion: 78 





* . Artaifisent of . ^Mjier Niiober Md.^!ercentage;^^^ IwibcrM/lew^^^ 

* ■ Specific : y PerpaS^^ Passing , Selected for- f .' ■ 
: Criterion* . Global Screening Decision Making Specific Screening. ■ Program ^ •; 

Mber M uiber Percentage ^Number*. Percentage Number Percentage Kumber ^^ercenta^e 




Criterion Wot Us'ed , 



■i 



, . . . . 9 ■ ♦ ♦ 
*]|p or more^f trfie foUoi^ng scores: 

■ f 'ft . y % 
U or aorj^on Learning 'or Motivation 

| 25 or more on Creativity ^ 



I 



. 'Niito/otstuiliBte Sc^ 
'. y : Pfirt6ntaj|e 'of; Stifle Pttol^^ 38.. 



.:' Numbei^ 



' "f-Mif/V' 



4^ 



I'' 



er Percentage : 



Ctttte Kot' Used 



.39 



•*NuiBl)er'of sufei?. spejfe acrefief 



A/' 



"V ■ •' • * ■ . ■ , 



I 



f, ■,«■ 



er|c 



^- 10'- m^'- ^m 



90 



Ctitcrlonr CIRGDS: How M^^ 
MerofSwdent8;Screen^% 130 \ 

Number of. Students in Sjfe^ic Pool: 226* 
Percentage of Specific Pool greened Using Criterion: 58 




Attainment' of 
Specific 
Criterion** 



rnmberit ' ' Nuiber and Pftcentage Wer. and Percentage Number and Percentage 
Percentage Sssing Requiring Professional , : Passing, : ■ ■ Selected for ■ 
Global Screening Decision Making Specific Screening 



Number Nuinbar Percentage - Number Percentage. .^»||}iier Percentage 



Ves, ; 69 
Nol ,61 



11' 
9 



16 
15^ 



61 
25 



41 



12 
0 



Number' Per centage 

49 . 71 

^'7- '12 



Criterion Not Osed 








y' * : 

■ ,7 . 






96 -12 


13 ' . 


It ' \ 24 






16 


' 17 ' 'M. 



*Number of sttidents specifically screened in Grades 1 and I. 
**ScoreB oi 27 or more for kindergarten; 54 or more for first grade; 



'APPENDIX B > 

Initial Screening In Earliest Gradfe Served: 
% 1981-82 Rescreenliig Activities 



♦ « • 
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■-. - . . APPENDIX .B . V \-. 

/.INITIAL SCREE^^ GRADE SERVED: 1981-82 RES GREENING ACTIVITIES 

THE POPULATION SCREENED AND SELECTED : 

Sfsreenlng -and :Seleetion. . ' : '■ ^ 

Six of the thirteen schools reported initial screening activities for the 
1981-82 school year (ibee Exhibit B-1). Students were Initially screeneid in 
Kindergarten (2 schools), first grade (2 schools), and second grade 
(3 schools). Five of the six schools reported their glpb#l screening 
procedures. The data show that^^ 83 percent of the incoming students were 
globally screened, 35 percent werev included in specific screening, but only 8 
percent were selected for programs.* By school, 43 to 100. percent of .the 
incoming ^ade were globally screened (see Exhibit B72),, 26 -to 51 pejrceht were 
Included li;i specific . screening, and 0 to 30 percent >^re ; selected for 
programs. School 5 included 164 students: In global^ scteening but selected no 
students from this group for gifted and talented progirams*. - - 



. ■ K 



EXHIBIT B-1 ' > V 

' ■ ■ ■ ' ' ,.t '■ ' 

ikltlal Screening of Earliest Grade by Grade arid School 



Global and Specific Strefehl^^^^^^^ Selj^tibn for^Programs in^the 



Students Included 
• Iti Global Screenll^g 
■ . Perceiitager'of 
School /^ Number Incoming Crade 



Students Included In 
Specific Screening 
• Percentage of ' 

Number Incoming grade 



Students Selected 
for Programs 

: Per<5entag^ of . 
.Viiiihet^^WiomlnR Grade ^ 



.1 ' 


(a) 




. 13 


26 ' 


■■ s. 


::, .16 


2 . 


52 


79 


25 


38 :■' 


■..■••'■■■'3, 


■ i ■■5 : 


5 


164 


99 


53 


32 


0 


. 0 ; 


6 


21 - 


43 


21 


;43 


0 


0 


7 


112 . 


ibo{b) 


. 31 ' 


-36- 


12 


14 


8 


34 • 


51 . 


34 


■ -'51 . 


20 




Total 


383(cX:. ■ 


83(c) . 


" ;177 




' /43' 





(a) Globally screened all students In ^'Grades K-3, but no detailed figures' were 
provided, • * 

(b) More students screened than school enrollment due to high mobility rate. 

(c) Does not Include school 1. • 



Inlt^l Screenlhg and Selection by Race i 

Exhibit B-3 presents the population of the six schools broken down by facial 
group. Exhibits B-4 throUgh B-6 present the racial proportions b^ school who 
ViBre included 'in global "and specific screening and who Were selected for 
programs. The 4ata Indicate that while proportionately more blacks and 
Hlspanics were # ^ncluded in global screening than their j^rcentages of the 
sample populatiipn would suggest, fewer blacks .and Hlspanics i were /included in' 
specific , screening or selected for programs, Aiiong the six schoqls 12 percent 
of the population was bla£k and 4 percent was Hispanic. In .global screening, 
were percent 'black students and 6 percent Hlspanics; in specific, 

sning, trfeVe were 7 percent blacks . and 3 percent Hlspanics^; and among 
selected for program^ Met^ 5 percent blacks. and 2 percent Hlspanics.' 




l. No ^analyseis were conducted by sex-. 



Bercenta^e of Students by RaM afnd:* School 
for the InitiaL Scfeienlng Sampl^^chools 



School t ^ 


•-■Asian' 


'Black ; 


Hispanic 


■ ■ JL. 'o' Whii ' 












■ . 1 : ■ •■■ 


V 8% 




4% 








6 . 


■■■■1 ■ 




■ . , 5 ■ . : 


:/r: 




■ ■ . ■ .1 ^ 


■■: .>.:■'..: 


■.,6 




la ' 








* t 9 




12 




8 




: 10 . ■, 


■ 6-- 












_ ■ ■ -tt. ':■ - 


Tot^ ■ . ' r 


^ ■ ■. "5 ■ 


■ ■ «^ 


,4 U 


■ ,■ ■79.. ''';:-^^-: 



(a) .Percentage less^ than half of .1 percent. 



EKLC 



4s> 



L' 



EmBIIB-4 



Students in Incoilng Grade Included In Global Screening by Scbool and Race 



i; 



^ : * Asian Black ' Hispanic • ■ White 

Total , Percentage , 2 of , , Z of 2 of 2 of 

Globally 'of Entering^ .Number Those Number Those' Number Those Number Those 

School Screened Grade Screened Screened .Screened Screened Screened Screened Screened Screened 



1 


(a) 




















t 

2 


' . 52 


• 79 ' 


2 


' 4 


0 


0 


0 


50 


. 96 


5 


164 


99 


8 


5 






r ■ ^ 


1 


129 


78 


6 


21 


43 


0 , 


0 ' 


0 . 


0 


4 , 


19 




81 


7 


112 • 


100(b)* 


T 


6 


38 ' 


34 




1 


■ 50... 


45 


8 


. '34 


51 


f 


3 


2 


6 


1 


%'3'' 


30 


• 88 



Total. 38Kc) 83(c) 18 ^ 5^ 66 17 22 m 276 , 72 

■ — . ." ; ' ; . ■ — . — T — 

' (a) Globally screfened ^11 students in grades {(-3, but dp detailed figures were provided. 
' (b) Hore students screened than school enrollment due to high mobility rate, 
i (c) Does not include school 1. 



, miBiT>5 ' ■ .• v'^ ' 

i Students, in hc6iii)g 'Grade Included' in Specific Screening by School and lUce' ; 



< . Total ' Aaiag ■ Black Hispanic ■ Mte : ' 

Included Percentage ' 'lot -|ofv Xof Zof 

■ fn Specif ic of Entering — ^Number" those" Nuiiber Those Number Those Number Those 

School Screening^"* Grade Screened Screened Scrtod Screeped Screened Screened /Screened' Screened 



1 


13 


26- 


2 ' 


.15 


0, 


0 r 


0 


0 


, 11 


85 


2 


.25 


38 


1 ■" 




0 








.24 


.96 


5 


53 


32 . 


3 




3 




^ 1 


2 . 


' 46 • 


87 


6'' 


21 J 
31 / 

■■• 34 ■ / ■ ■ 


43 


' -0 . 


■> 0 


0 




4 ■ 


19 


17 ,. 


81 


7 


36 


0 




8 




! ' ! 


o; 


^3 


74 


8 . 


51 


\: 


3 


2 " 


. 6:' t 




3 , 


30 


88 



Total 177 , 35 * .7 / 4 13 ' 7 6 3 ; 151 85 
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EXHIBIT y 

Students in Incoming Grade Selected for Programs by School and Race 



11 



. . Asian , Black . t Hispanic , White ; - 

Percentage Zof . ~ Z of^ ' ^Zj'^f ~ Tof 

' Total of Entering Number Those Number, Those' .Number 'Those . Nm^^^ Those • 

.School Selected Grade ' Screened Screened Scre ened S cr eened ScreenedVScteened Screened Screened 

l ) 8 16 .. 2 ' h 0 .0^ ' b ; 0; 6 ' . 25 

I 3 ' - 5 .. 0 0 0 . ,0 0 0 3-' 100 

' ^ 0 0, ■ jM 

7 • 12 1^ ■ 0 0^ . 0' . 0 ' , 0 ' ^0 12 100 

8 20 . 30 1 5 ' 2 10 ' ^''1 ; J 16 80 




THE PROCESS 

The Inst 

Exhibits, 
global ai 
^the Insi^ 
MoreovetJ' 
screenlnj^', 
while In specll 
Academic Achleveiqel 



cedures Used In Initial Screening 



^-^8 -^jresent 



the'^ltistrtments u^^ six scKools Tdr* 



The Raven lAatrlces was 
.and specific screening.' 



screening of the^ Incoming classes, 
widely used ' In both global r. 
only global Instrument used' in school * ''2. In global 
schools also used p\irrent nomination and staff nomination, 
eenlng half the schools used the Short Form a Test of 
{:he Renzulli-Smlth, the Renzulli-^Hartman, and CIRCUS. 



Half of the s«^ls required parent permission prior to including students In 
specific scTTeen!^^, and two other schools used parent nomination as one of thel 
global screeni^mprocedures. However, school/ 2 "uSed neithi^ parent permission 
o^r parent nomfffl^KEP. There did hot appear/to' be*^ any students who were- 
eligible to be^^^^uded in specific screening whose pafents denifed permission. 



Further Inconsistencies ware nbteA in the way the specific screening 
Instruments were utilized. In school- 2, the Renzulli-^rartman was administered 
only for those* students who met the criterion on the Raven or the Short Form 
Test of Academic Achievement. In Grade"^^ 1 in- school 5, the Renzulll-Smith was. 
administered only 'for those students who met the criterion on the CIRCUS or 
who received staff nomination.* AddiWonally, the Raven was administered 'only 
if the -student met the crlterion^ok the Renzulll-Smith. Inconsistent use of 
the instruments/procedures might result in the ^ruling out of 'students who 
could have the potential of being included in programs where professlpnal 
decision making Is used. ^ ' / A 

USE OF PROFESSIONAL DECISION MAKING 

Only one of thef six schools (school 7) Indicated that students had been 
included in programs based on a' committee decision. Three white studehts who 
had attained one specific criterion were selected for program- participation. 
In school 2, there were five students for whom ibhe selfectiion decision was 
qiiestionable at the time of data collectlonw All five students had attained 
t^o specific criteria, and presumably comnilttee declsionsf would be made for 
tnese students. Of the five students, there were four whites and one Asian. 



2. The use of parent permission _ is riot tequlrei if the entire 'grade is 
screened. However, 79 percent of the enteriiig grade school*^ 2 was globally 
screened. ' « ^ 



♦ : . ;• EXHIBIT B-7 , 

Instruments/Procedures Used in ^Global Screening of Xncomlng Classes by School and.. Grade: 
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Parent ' 
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Staff • Noninatioh 
Nomination by Others 
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Matrices SFTAA^"^ 
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Achievement 
CIRCUS ' Test 


Parent / 
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a) Numbers. In cells are grade levels In which Instrument /procedure was used. 

b) SFTAA-Short Form Test of Academic Achievement ' , 

c) X-iparent permission required before student could be Included in specific screening./ 
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J miBIT _ . _ 

Instruments/Procedures Used In Specific Screening of 
Incoming Classes by Schc>ol« and Grade 
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> Raven 




Renzulll- 
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Renzulll- 


CIRCUS SESAT^*^^ Other ^"^^ 
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(a) Numbers In Veils are grade levels in which Instrument /procedures was used. 

(b) SFTAA«Short Form Test of Academic Achievement. 

(c) SESAT=Stanford Early School Achievement Test. 

(d) Other«Kough/DeHaan and Boehm. 
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